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Introduction

In November 2019,the U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) issued a report
titl ed, o0Pr odimQudrinjuriesartd &dtalitiesi Assgciated with Televisions,
Furniture, and Appliance®This reportshowed that emergency departments across the
United States treated an estimated 8,000 television (TV)or furniture stabilityrelated
injuries annually from 2016 through 2018 (20,500 involved furnitureonly, TV and furniture,
or appliance and tirniture; and 5,500 involved only TV%$2 The2019 report also reviewed
fatal incidents from 2000 through 2018, and found518 stability-related fatalities involving
TVs and/or furniture(162 involvedboth furniture and a TV tipping over, 186 involved only a
TV tipping over, and 170 involved only furniture tipping ovef)f the 348 TVinvolved tipover
deaths, 329 (95 percent) were children; of the 170 furnitur@nly tipover deaths, 112
fatalities (66 percent) were children.

Il n a 201 7-Dapth pAnalysis of Nanfatal Injuries from TVs Falling off Furnitidre
CPSC stafainalyzd nearly 300 reports of nonfatal incidents involving a TV falling from a
chest, bureau, or dresser and that occurred frof2005 through 2015; staff found that
approximately90 percentinvolved cathoderay tube (CRT) T\As.

TV and furniturdip-over risks can be reducedIn 2015, CPSC implemented an information
and education campaignAnchor It!,to raise consumer awareness of furniture and@Vtip-
overdangers. The goal of the campaign s to reduce the number of injuries and deaths due
to furniture and TVtip-over incidents. Tomeasurewhether the Anchor It'campaign is
achieving its goals, itismportant to understand how consumers process and recognize
information pertaining to the campaigpnas well as the harms associated with furniture and
T\5 thattip over.

Accordingly, CPS€ontracted with Fors Marsh Group (FMG) to conduct a comprehensive
research study with the following objectives:

1. To assess consumer awareness, recognition, and behavior change as a result of the
Anchor It'campaign; and

2. To assess knowledge, attitudes, and awarenessound TVand furniture tip-over and
anchoring, including comprehension of hazards, risks, and remedies.

2 https://www.cpsc.gov/s3fspublic/2019_Tip_Over_Report_0.pdf?kk87NU139Jb5NtMY AF.15ppcG4z0K66s
3 https://www.cpsc.gov/s3fspublic/NonFatalTVInjuriesreportOctober2016March17_0.pdf



To accomplish these objectives, the research effontas organized into several phases.
These phases are outlined in the process model in Figure 1 below

Figure 1. CPS@nchor It!Process Model

Campaign Survey
Communication = Development and 3 Analysis = Reporting
Materials Review Administration
CEEEE—
| Communications | Cognitive (Pretest) u ; L Final Report and
Audit Inteniews Suney Analysis Recommendations
—
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The first phase of research includeda) conductingan audit of the CPSCAnchor It!
campaign communicatiors activities to assess what has been doneand what is being done
currently; (b) conductinginterviewswith stakeholders including current staff members and
affiliates, who have experience working with th&nchor It!Campaign, to gather their
perceptions and opinions of campaign activitiesnd (c) developinga logic modelto detail
the inputs, activities outputs, and objectives of the campaigrkindings from the initial
phase of research i(e., the communications audit, stakeholder interviews, and logic model
development) informedphase twq involving survey development surveyadministration

and analyss, andreturn oninvestment (ROI) analysisThis phase entailed developing and
cognitively testing the survey to ensure questions and question wording made sense to the
target population as well asprogramming and fielding the surveyThe analysis phase
entailed conducting analyse®n the results of the surveyplusassessing the effect of
money spent on the campaigion tip-over injuries py conducting anROI analysis)Findings
from all phases of research are included in this final phase) addition torecommendations
for the future of the campaign.




Chapter 1.Formative Research Findings

Review of Campaign Materials

Methodology

As a first step in the communicationgudit phase, FMGnventoried and examinedexisting
campaign materialsto understand the current state ofcampaigncommunication tools,
methods, and practicesMaterials included in the audit were provided bthe CPSC and were
meant to reflect a range of campaign communication materials at the time the audit was
conducted (May 2018)First, FMG developed an evaluation tool to assist with reviaw

each element included in the audit to help assess consistency in message, intended target
audience calls to action, and notable strengths and weaknesses of items. The evaluation
tool included the metrics listed in the table below:

Table 11. Evaluation Metrics

URL (if applicable)

Date of publication

Author

Media type (print, digital,TV)

Contenttype (blog post, tweet, study, report, YouTube video, website, PowerPoint,
instruction guide)

Intended audience

Main message

Tone

Call to action

Push/pull (i.e., material is providing information or asking audience to take action)

Other notableobservations

Four researclers catalogued and coded the communications material&efore beginning
coding, all four researchers codedhe same communication piece to ensure that the piece
was codal consistently across people



Findingsand Implications

During the communications auditiesearchers evaluatedhe items below.

Table 1.2 Materials Evaluated

| Type of Communication Count | Date Range
Blog Post 7 Jan 20150Mar 2018
Brand Guideline 1 Unknown
Campaign Analysis 1 Dec 2016
Campaign Poster 2 201202018
Campaign Video 9 Jan 20158Jan 2015
Letter to Editor/Opinion Letter 1 2016
Media (Radio andTV) 1 Jan 20176Jun 2017
News Article 1 Feb 2016
News Transcript 1 Nov 2016
Newsletter 1 2017
Official CPSC Waedite 1 Unknown
PowerPointPresentation 5 2015062018
Press Release 9 200602015
Promotional Image 4 2015062017
Social Media Post 6 Nov 20170May 2018
Spreadsheet 2 2018
Tip-Over Report 16 Mar 201706Nov 2019
Webinar PostAnalysis 1 Jun 2015
Word Document 7 2018
YouTube Video 9 Oct 20130Mar2017




Additionally, researchers assessed the readability of five materialsdapture the range of
variability in the reading level across materials. The materiatsat were selected
represented a rangen length, format, and complexity. The reading levels wecalculated
usingthe Fryreadability ormula.# This formula assigns a grade readinigvel to a piece of
writing by measuring the vocabulary and sentence structure of the text. The grade reading
levelis calculated by using three 108wvord segments in the text, counting the number of
syllables in each segment and getting the average, then plotting the average number of
sentences and average number of syllables on the Fggaph for estimating readinggrade
level. Reading grade level of the text is determined by assessing evh the number of
sentences and syllables intersectAfter assessing the readability of the five materials, the
lowest reading level was around 586t grade. Typically, reading levelsf communications
materials such as these should be around atlgrade reading level. Ensuring that
individuals of all levels of literacy can comprehend messagingimportantto ensuring
campaign success.

Implications of the findingsof the provided materals are detailed below.

Blog PostsThese blog postsaaim mainly to promote theAnchor It'campaign by (a) raising
awareness of the prevalence of furniture and TV tgverincidents; (b) providing tips on
preventative measures, such as where to place and how to properly anchor furniture and
TVs; andc) creating a dialogue about this issue in general. The blogs primarily target
professionals (industry) and parents/caregiverdut some Hdogs specifically focus on Super
Bowl viewers who intend to purchase new TVsnd military parents. The blogs also provide
links for more information on websites or social media pages. Again, it is important to
ensure that the presence of links in the blg posts is apparentand enticing. Blog posts
should also be posted on platforms in which the target audience will encounter them, to
ensure the messaging is reaching them.

PDFs, Spreadsheets, Brand Guidelines, and Word Documehtigernal-use PDFs,
spreadsheets, brand guidelinesand word documents were included as well. PDFs include
digital analysis information, and spreadsheefsand word documents include relevant
campaign links (to websites, press releasesnd more). The brand guideline document
includes tips for maintaining brand consistency in campaign communication material.
Ensuring that campaign stakeholders are able to access these materiassily, particularly
the brand guidelines, will ensure that all involved with the campaign are aware ofrppeent
research and findings. Additionally, it is beneficial to update brand guidelines as the
campaign progresses to ensure that they are still resonating with the target audience.

4 Gunning, T. G. (2003). Building Literacy in the Content Areas. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.



Promotional Images and Postergilthough theAnchor It'messaging is faily consistent
across materials, it is lacking in information that actually shows consumers how to anchor.
Imagery of anchoring is depicted in some promotional images and posters, but it varies
across items. Ensuring that consumer behavior change actuallgcors is pertinent for this
campaign and therefore providing easyto-follow instructions would be beneficial
Additionally, imagery across materials is inconsistédinsome images look outdated, wheregs
some look more cartooHdike, and others look fairly pdated. Keeping imagery and
messaging consistent is important for brand awareness and recognition.

Campaignand YouTube VideoSCampaign videos were broadcasted to various local news
stations in Memphis, TN, Los Angeles, CA, Washington, DC, Chicaguptfolk, VA, Dallas,
TX, Philadelphia, PA, and Detroit, Min January 28, 2015 through January 29, 2015. PSAs
were also featured on YouTube. These videos look somewhat outddtag@dating videos

could be more effective at grabbing attention among consumeradditionally, the YouTube
videos have limitedaclickabilityd(i.e., links that an individual can click to learn more about
Anchor It'or how to anchor). This highlights a missed opportunity to link viewers to the
Anchor It'website. Additionally, the commnt sections of the YouTube videos are disabled,
highlighting another missed opportunity to generate conversation among viewers. Comment
sections could potentially showcase some common misperceptions or opinions that viewers
may have about anchoring furntire, which would be useful for tailoring messaging
strategies.

Newsletters,Articles, andTranscripts:News items indicate that the campaign was being
pushed out into local and national news outlets (even through larger corporatigssich as
Walmart). Additionally, it appears that tying anchoring furniture and TVs to the Super Bowl
(see Media below) was a successful tactic that garnered attention. There is potential to
continue to leverage this strategy.

WebPage:The official campagn website describes why furniture and TVs must be anchored

to the wall . Sections of the pfadalth nwil dledces ,a
and a hyperlinked 0Get I nvolvedo6 button. The
and uses a ®rious tone. FMG further evaluated the website using analyti3etailsare

highlighted below.

PowerPoint PresentationsViost PowerPoint presentations and Word documents were
intended for internal use and review, anthey highlighted campaign performancend past
research. However, there was one presentation that was intended for public education
purposegitargeting parents and caregivers with information about the campaign and asking
them to visit the campaign web page. Although usefuhe researchers cold not determine
how widely thispresentationwas circulated, and whether it reached the right audiences.



Circulating more education materials like this presentation could be beneficial in getting
messaging out.

Press Releases and Letter of Opinioiithes reading materials were written to target

professionals, the general public, and specificallparents and caregivers. The news

releases directed the audience to review secondary materiatich as YouTube videos,

Nei ghbor hood SafQvéria nNjeetrvgo rPlodsd edv Di °#DF, the cam
| KEAOs site on furniture recall, anavert he | ett
severity. It is important that links can beeen easily by individuals who might be reading this

material. For examplerequiring someone to scroll to the bottom of a page to click a link to a

website to sign a pledge is not an easy ask. Ensuring that calls to action (CTA) are clear,

explicit, and concise would be an important step in encouraging consumers to change their

behaviors and take action to anchar

Media (Radio andl'\): The radio interview advertises the campaign right before the Super

Bowl and encourages listeners to anchor their furniture. The statistic shared during this

radio interview uses pathos to appealto thelistenéo | n t he ti me i1t takes t
Super Bow] eight children will die from furniture/TVtipver . 6 Simi |l arly, the
promotes the campaign, introduces tiver facts, shares tipover prevention tips, and

initiates a dialogue about this issue. Radio and TV ads coupled with the SupewBshould

be a continued strategypecauseit is a helpful tactic to align a lowebudget campaign with

a largescale event to raise awareness.

Social Media PostsSocial media posts appear to be the same across every social media
channel and platform showing that messayes were not necessarily tailored to align with the
type of social media on which they were presented. Making slight tweaks to framing,
hashtag use, visuals (particularly updating imagery that appears outdated), and language on
social mediachannels (based on demographics of audiences who use them most) would be
an effective way to address this.

Tip-Over Reports:Digitaltip-overreports are available on the official CPSC websitend
dates of publication range from 2Q7 to 2019. Two typesof reports are availabl@technical
reports and injurystatisticsfifor televisions(TVs) furniture, and appliances. The reports
provide summaries of research findings and statistics of yearly estimated injuries and
reported fatalities related totip-overincidents. Althoughreports are available for public
access, it is apparentthat these reports are technical in nature and are targeting a
professional audienceConsequently the public is not necessarily internalizing this
important information. Providingsummaries of important yearly findings outside of a
technical report could be a useful way to ensure the public is attuned to ¥gper and injury
data.



Website Review

Methodology

To understand online visitors and their interactions with th&nchor It'website, FMG also

conducted a website analysis sing the marketing tools SEMrush and Alexa® Key metrics,

such as the number of unique visitors to the website, the most popular key word searches
referral sources, and visitorsd relevant onli

Findingsand Implications

According toSEMrush the Anchor It'website received 2000 unique visits between March

1, 20200April 15, 2020. These visits lasted an average of2seconds.On the website,

some of the most commonly searched key words
furniture anchor s, 0 0st Aceopliagtahlexa,thdsevchblred t out | e
visited the Anchor It'website were likelyalsoto havevisited other similar websitessuch as
Meghanshope.org, Chilldproofingexperts.cqmand gdossafety.com.At the time of the
search, 32 other websites refer individuals to theAnchor It'website. This number is higher
than other similar websites €.g., 19 websites refer visitors tochildproofingexperts.com;16
websites refer visitors taneghanshope.org). Usergvere referred to theAnchor It'website
through searches related totanchor it, @vhat furniture needs to be anchored durniture
anchor, @nd canchor furniture.0Figuresl.1, 1.2 and 1.3 below highlight these findings.
Increasing partnerships with other websites, companies, and organizations to direct website
visitors to the Anchor It!site for more information would be an effective way to increase
overall website traffic.

5 https://www.semrush.com/dashboard/.
6 https://www.alexa.com/siteinfo.



https://www.semrush.com/dashboard/
https://www.alexa.com/siteinfo

Figurel.1. Top Keywords Figurel.2. Referral Sites
Keywords used to search omAnchor It'website Sitesthat drive traffic to Anchor It!site

’

h

= anchor it

= what furniture needs to be anchored = qdosssafety.com
anchorit = anchorit.gov

= furniture anchor childproofingexpert.com

= anchor furniture = meganshope.org

Figurel.3. Buyer KeyWords
Most common lkeywords that show a high purchase intent

best furniture safety straps
best furniture anchors

best furniture straps

best outlet covers

0 5 10 15 20 25
Score RepresentingFrequency of Search

Note. Charts generated from data fronSEMrushand Alexa.

Social Media Monitoring

Methodology

FMG also added a social media monitoring component to track CPSC amdhor It'across
the contract period of performanceCPSC and\nchor It'were tracked in Digimind, a social
listening platform, to gaher information aboutproduct recalls,follow discussions on

10



anchoring TVs and furniture throughout different points in the year, and to gain insight into
the Anchor It'campaign and what people and organizations were saying about it.

A query was created in [gimind to track CPSC and th&nchor It'campaign. The following
key words were used:

OAnchor Il t! o6
Commi ssiond6 or oC

It 6 or
Saf &ty

T "anchor i t" or OAnchor
T "Consumer Product

Another query tracked simultaneouslgertained to anchoring furniture in general. The goal
of this trackingwas to see if and how people were talking about anchorifigrniture. The
following key words were used:

1 "anchoring furniture”
9 “furniture tip-over"

9 "anchoring television"
1 "anchoring tv"

Some words were blocked to weed outioise, s uc h as
"reporter6 and obHBeporters

onéwesnawsh@resent e

These queries were tracked in Digimind frodanuaryl, 2019 to April 22, 2020. Each
month, datawere aggregated and pulledin line with thecategories below:

WHAT WHEN WHERE WHO

O# b |Bm |

Key concepts; top
hashtags

Trends over time;
average mentions by
month; estimated
reach; spikes in
discussion

What media outlets
people were sharing

information from €.g.,

Twitter, Facebook,
News, Instagramand
others); top cities
discussing the topics

Top influencers by
mentions for all
media types;
demographics
(high level)

Tags were created for other organizations to see specific discussions being shared by or
about those organizations asheyrelate to CPSCAnchor It! or anchoring furniture. The
following organizations were tagged, and information was pulled monthly:

M Safe Kids Worldwide

11




Kids in Danger

Ikea

Organisation for Economic Goperation and Developmen{OECD
Consumer Technology Asstation

Real Moms

SaferProducts.gov

American Home Furnishings Alliance

1 ASTM Internationa({formerly American Society for Testirand Materials)

= =4 —4 48 —a _—a 9

Findings and Implications

Overall, the topperforming hashtag was #anchorit. Key concepts included CPSC, furretu
and appliances, child, and safety. For the majority of the months observed, Twitter was the
top platform where posts were occurring. The secondnd thirdranking outlets alternated
between Facebook andhews (pimarilyFacebook). Postings about the cangign came
primarily from health departments, radio hosts, head start programs, and other grougsd
organizations. With a few exceptions, the majority of posts about CPSC and the campaign
came from men. The estimated total reachach month ranged from 29 millionto 26.9
million (the high end of this estimate occurred in April2019nd waslikely due to an infant
sleep product recall).

Top influencers across monthly breakouts can be categorized into the following:

Official agency é.g., CPSC)

Local newsoutlet (e.g., WHIGTV)

Advocacy organizatione(g. , Safe Kids Worl dwi de, Meghandt
Subject matter experts €.g., Debra Holtzman)

Forums €.g., Ikea recalls [American Home Furnishings Alliance; Southeast lowa

Storm Chasersforums.vwvortex.com])

1 Social media

0 YouTube channel: Real Moms

= =4 -4 —a -9

Posts coAntheritt@éamgadbgno or OAnchor 1t Campaigno
and infographics andincluded calk to actionthrough a statement or a link for more
information. Thetable below provides an overview of monthly observations.

12



Table 13. Digimind Summary

Estimated _ Campaign Genderl CPSC Gender
Date Reach Top Posting Breakdown Breakdown
1) Twitter
67% M 69% M
January 2019 7.5M g; \N/iedV(‘a’z 33% F 31%F
1) Twitter 0 9
February 2019 3.5M 2) Facebook Séé" E” géof’ gl
3) News ° °
1) Twitter 0 0
March 2019 3.5M 2) Facebook iié" EA igoﬁj EA
3) Twitter ° °
1) Twitter
. 64% M 55% M
April 2019 26.9M g; Eic\“;\tlesbook 36% E 45% F
1) Twitter
50% M 62% M
May 2019 2.9M g; llilzsvesbmk 50% F 38% F
1) Facebook
; 64% M 62% M
July 2019 8.1M g; L"e"\',t\fser 36% F 38% F
1) Facebook 0 9
August 2019 8.2M 2) Twitter Séé" E” 320;0 gl
3) News ° °
1) Twitter 0 0
September 2019 2.2M 2) Facebook Séé" E" ;35) II\:/I
3) News ° °
1) Twitter 0 0
October2019 5.7M 2) Facebook 140/0 v 560/0 y
3) News 86% F aatih
1) Twitter
November 2019 5.9M 2) Facebook oM 26 F
3) News 40%F 46% F
1) Twitter
December 2019 8.4M 2) Facebook oM o
3) News 40%F % F
1) Twitter
60% M 56% M
January 2020 11M g; IEIZ(\;\?stOK 40% E 44% F
1) Twitter
February 2020 5.0M 2) News 45122//0 EA ngf) y
3) Facebook ° °
1) Twitter
March 2020 4.4M 2) News Z;ﬁj" EA Ségf’ '|\:/I
3) Facebook ° °
1) Twitter
) 57% M 75% M
April 2020 2.9M g; \';lveevgs 43% F 25% F

13




Stakeholder Interviews

Methodology

FMG conducted a series of interviews with 13 stakeholdensho are current staff members
and affiliatesof CPSCto understand their perspectives on the strategic vision, goal, and
development of the campaigpas well aschallenges, barriers, and future opportunities. All
interviews were conducted via phone. Interviews lasted approximately 30 minutes and were
fielded from June 4, 2018 to June 7, 2018FMG audiarecorded the nterview sessions for
reporting purposes.

Given the range of roles among the stakeholders interviewed, not all questions applied to

every stakeholder. The discussion guide for stakeholder intervievge¢ Appendi®) was
designed to assess s titadessdnddelefe (KAB) asdociatesvwite d ge, a
the campaign, KAB associated with modes of communication within the campaignd how

they perceive the future direction of the campaign, includimgcommendations forresearch

strategies and communication method.

Findingsand Implications

Overall, participants werdamiliar with the overarching campaign goals and audiences that
the campaign seeks to target. Some participants had more specific insights than others;
participantinvolvement, knowledge, and awarerss were dependent on their role in the
campaign and levels of exposure.

A primary component of this campaign, as one stakeholder pointed out, is that the campaign
actually includes a calto action (CTA)in that it encourages the target audience to go out

and make a change in their behavior. Howeveparticipants reported that the idea of taking
action was a major barrier facing the campaigiarticipants reported that, because
furnituretipov er iiddean Oothazard, 6 consumers are typica
is too late. Consumers, parents in particular, have numerous priorities competing for
attention during their daily lives€.g., other safety precautions, other daily activities, or even
just trying to have food on the table). Ultimately, furniture tigver is not something that is on
the forefront of their minds. Additionally, as one participant pointed out, there are various
kinds of anchors for various kinds of furniture, and consumerdten do not know which
anchors match up to specific furniture pieces. This lack of knowledge poses a challenge in
convincing caregivers that they should spend their time learning how to anchor their
furniture. They lack awareness of the issue, awarenesstbe campaign, and awareness of
CPSC in general.

Many participants reported that outreach efforts for this campaign were primarily based on
what had been done in the pastwith previous CPSC campaigns. Speaking specifically to
tactics used inthis campaignthat they thought were effective, participants mentionethe
usefulness offact sheets that furniture stores and partners hand out to consumers, as well

14



videos that have been circulated oi€ P S @vébsite, social media sites, an&¥ouTubeFact

sheets are acost-effective and simple strategy that can help facilitate information

dissemination to a wide range of audiences. Videos (often referred to by participants as

PSAs) are able to quickly capture audience attention and focus on the dangers ofawer).
Althoughreported as effective by multiple participants, one participantthought that the

oOReal Moms 6 videos di d nibcouldrhavdieever goingavisalomu c h tr
being shared across social media platforms. This sentiment illustrates a needenhance

the ways in whichthese materials are shared.

Participantsalso emphasizedthat consumers are hard to reach becauseonsumersare
inundated with information daily. Furnituréip-overprevention is not something that is

usually topof-mind for them. Additionally, several participants reported that consumers

most affected bytip-over often have transient housing situations: renting houses or moving
often. They might not want to commit to placing furniture in a particular spot in the house if
they have just moved in and are still deciding how to decorater they might not want to ruin
the walls of houses they do not own, particularly if they do not know how to fix the wall once
they remove the anchor. In the future, consumers could benefit from anfnation on how

they can fix their walls after taking the anchors out.

Participants often reported that targeting th
developing campaign partnerships could be effective strategies for future campaign

success. By tageting outreach efforts to audiences with higincidence rates, there is

potential to use campaign fundingmore accuratelyand ensure it is reaching where it is

needed the most. Additionally, participants felt that partnering with organizations that

parents and caregiversalready listen to and trustwould be a useful strategy for getting the

message to significant proportions of the population.

The full stakeholder interview summary memo with detailed findings can be found in
AppendixB.

Logic Model

With insights from the communications audit and stakeholder interviews, FMG developed a
logic model to capture the objectives of the campaign, theputs or resources with program
activities, target audiences, the ways in which audiences are affected, and outputs and
outcomes The logic model ipictured on the following page

15



Situation:
High prevalence of
injury and death
associated with
unanchored
furniture/TVS

Consumer Product Safety Commission Anchor It Campaign- Logic Model

BTN -

Contractors/PR
Firms

Funding

Staff (Public
Affairs Specialist,
chairmen,
engineers, etc.)

Campaign
materials (print,
digital, television,
radio, annual
report)

Partners and
partnerships

Any pre-campaign
research or
testing (focus
groups, etc.)

N——

Paid Media
Social Media
Outlets

Owned Media
Fact sheets/
other
campaign
materials,
tradeshows

Website
(press
releases, blog

posts)

Social Media
Outlets

PSAs

Earned Media
Social media
shares /
mentions /
reposts /
comments

PSA
nlacements

Partnerships
Dissemination

of campaign
messaging

# impressions
# placements

# impressions
# placements
# factsheets
distributed

# press
releases

# blog posts
# website
views

# impressions
# placements
# shares

# mentions

# reposts

# comments

$ Value of
Earned Media

#engaged
#oommitted
#materials
distributed

BN ™ o e utcomes. [ icmesiatc utcomes B Long Texm vicome

Increase awareness Increase the Reduce the

of the risk number of incidence of death
associated with individuals who and injury
furniture,/ TV tip-over purchase anchors associated with
among the tar; to secure their A .
audieﬁce = furniture,/TVs furniture/Tv tip-
Increase awareness Increase the MNormalize the
of ancharing number of behavior of
furniture,/TVs to the individuals who anchoring
wallas a install the anchors furniture/TVs to
preventative to secure their walls

measure among furniture/TVs to the

target audience wall ;}

Increase knowledge
of how to effectively
anchor furniture to

the wall among the
target audience

External Factors: Housing situations, transient populations, competing priorities
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Formative Research: Limitations
It is important to note the limitations associated with the formative research phases of this
project.

1 Materials for the communications audit were limited to those provided by CPSC, and
therefore, all existing campaign materials @re not evaluated in this effort.

1 Additionally, stakeholder interviews were subject to individualho had availability in
their schedule, and participantsreferred by CPSConsequently participants did not
represent a random sample of stakeholders.

1 Finally, logic models are typically designdmefore a campaign or program launces.
FMG created his logic model retroactively to assess the activities and outcomes of
the campaign. Ideallythis logic model would have been createbefore the launch of
the campaign to assist with process and outcome evaluations.
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Chapter 2:Survey Development and
Administration

Survey Development

The survey was designed to assess awarenesstbe campaign and outreach activitiesas
well asbarriers and beliefs that were reported during stakeholder interviewEhe survey seeks

to understand behaviors associated with anchoring furniture and comprehension of hazards
and risks associated with furiture and/or television (V) tip-over to help inform the
overarching objectives outlined in thetatement of work (SOW)

The survey design ibased on constructs from theHealth Belief Model(HBM)? whichis used

in communication research to guide healtihelated behavior change. Understanding how
individuals perceive the severity of certain riskgnd their susceptibility to them, lends insight
into their willingness to adopt a behavior or adhere to a health message. Other factors, such
as i ndi vfidehceanlthsiGabilityaando the behavior (or adhere to a message), or their
perceptions of benefits and barriersi(e., whether the benefits outweigh the barriers), are also
part of this model. As such, théHBM is a relevant framework touse to understand these
constructs among consumers.

The purpose of conducting this survey is to contribute findings that support the overall
objectives of the research study. Specifically, the survey seeks to understand the following
constructs among parents andaregivers with childrenage5 and under.

Knowledge of anchoring furniture and TVYs

Knowledge of furniture and T\dp-over,

Knowledge of the risks associated with not anchoring furniture

Beliefs associated with anchoring furniture

Behaviors associated wittanchoring furniture and

Awar eness of CAGE® It'eamphignCaRdS&abed outreach activities.

E R ]

Cognitive Testing

Once the survey was developed, FMG conducted cognitive interviews with a panel of parents
and caregiverst o e v al uat eundemstandingof the &ampaigd evaluation survey.
Recorded phone cognitive interviews were conducted from October 9, 2018 to October 11,

7 Carpenter, C.J. (2010). A metanalysis of the effectveness of health belief model variables in predicting
behavior.Health communication, 25 § 661-9.

18



2018. Atotal of nine parents andcaregiverswere interviewed. Participants were recruited for

a mix of age, gender, ree, ethnicity, and geographic location. Those who had participated in
market research within the past6 months were excluded from the study. Demographic
information is presented in Table 2.

Table2.1. Demographicsof cognitive interview participantsil = 9)
Characteristics Frequency/Range
Age 26 0 56
Gender
Male
Female
Geographic Location
South/Southeast
Northeast
Mid-Atlantic
Midwest
West
Ethnicity
Hispanic
Not Hispanic

PNWEDN D w

@ -

Race
Asian
African American
White
Age of Children 0
Caregiver Relation to Child
Mother
Father
Grandparent
Extended Family
Caregiver Status
Parent
Nonparent caregiver
1 Extended family includes aunt, uncle, etc.

PP Wk QXOITNN

N~

Each participant was asked to complete thsurveyonline. As the participantcompleted the
survey, the interviewer notd any survey item that caused confusion fothe participants
Confusion may be indicated by thingthe participantsays or thingsthey do(e.g., pondering,
repeating the question tothemselveg. The interviewer then followed up to understand how
guestions and wording could be made clearer. Slight rephrasing and question tweaks were
made after the cognitive interviewsand beforethe surveywasfielded to the public.

The discussion guide and cognitive interview reponstith recommendationscan be found in
Appendix Cand AppendixD: Cognitive Testing Repart
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Survey Admirstration

Sampling
For this survey, FMG partnered with NORC, an independent research institutidrgeneral
population sample of U.S. adultsvass el ect ed speci fically firom NC

which is a probabilitybased panel For the purposes of tis survey, we targeted two
populations for the sample:

1. N =400 parents of children ages 0 to 5.

2. N = 200 caregiversof children ages 0 to 5 €.g.,, grandparents or other family
members).

CPSC predeterminedhie sample sizebased on considerations of precision and funding
availability. To be considered a completed case, qualified respondents had to meet one of
the following criteria listed above and complete the survey.

The sample used for this survey waa highly varied mtional sampleg selected from the
AmeriSpeak Panelusing sampling strata based on age, race/Hispanic ethnicity, education,
and gender, with a total of 48 strata. For AmeriSpeak Panel studies, the size of the selected
sample per sampling stratum is oftendetermined by the population distribution for each
stratum. Additionally, the sample selection often takes into account expected differential
survey completion rates by demographic groups so that the set of panel members with a
completed interview for a stdy is a representative sample of the target population. If a panel
household has more than one active adult panel member, then only one adult in the
household is eligible for selection (random sampling withdmousehold). Panelists selected for
an AmeriSpeak study earlier in the business week are not eligible for sample selection until
the following business week.For more information on AmeriSpeak panel response and
attrition rates, please see page 4 of their panel overview.

Please note that survey resuthave limited generalizability due tothe relatively small sample
size and lack of good external benchmarks for the ngrarent caregiver population.

8Due to project and sample constraints, the contract |

varied national sampled rather than a onationally repr
9

http://amerispeak.norc.org/Documents/Research/AmeriSpeak%20Technical%200verview2202019%200
2%2018.pdf (see page 4)
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Survey Completion Rates

The screening and mairsurvey stages of data collection were conducted during airggle
survey session for the respondents. Respondents wisompleted the screener, regardless of
eligibility, were considered a screener complete. Respondents wlszreened in and
completed the surveywere considered a survey completeThe screenercompletion rate was
27.7 percent The incidence rate (those who started the screener) was 34pkrcent. Among
those cases that qualified for the main study interview, the interview completion rateas
84.3 percent

In total, 702 respondents weresampled. Ofthese 702 respondents,410 were parents, and
292 were caregivers The total sample was higher thaplanned(N= 600), due to the eligibility
rate being higher than initially expectedthus adding additional respondents to the survey
sample. When the survey went back intdhe field to reach the parent quotaadditional non-
parent caregiver survey completes were received.

Demographic Information of the Study Sample
Key demographic frequencies are reported below (see TaRkl@).

Table2.2. Respondent Demographics

Category Frequency Percentage
Sex
Male 266 38%
Female 436 62%
Caregiver Status
Parents 410 58%
Caregivers? 292 42%
Age of Childt
Under 1 year old 116 17%
1to under 2 years 158 23%
2 to under 3 years 171 24%
3 to under 4 years 176 25%
4 to 5 years 320 46%
Agel2
180629 85 12%
30044 338 48%
45659 145 21%
60+ 134 19%
Race/Ethnicity:3

10 Of the caregivers(S3; n = 292), 85 percentwere a family memberi(e., aunt, uncle, grangharent), 10 percentwere a

family friend, and 7percentwere other nonrelative caretakers.

11 Some respondents reported more than one child.

12Selfr eported age (S7) is reported, except in a few cases wher.
13 Respondents could select multiple races/ethnicities.
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NonHispanic White 464 66%

NonHispanic Black 85 12%
NonHispanicAmerican Indian or Alaska Native 8 1%
NonHispanicAsian 17 2%
NonHispanicNative Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 6 1%
Prefer notto respondS12) 71 10%
Hispanic/Latino (All races) 67 10%
Spanish Spoken in Household
No, Spanish not spoken in household 621 88%
Yes, spoken as secondary or tertiary language 59 8%
Yes, spoken as primary language 22 3%
Category Frequency Percentage
Homeowner Status*
Rent 164 23%
Own 521 74%
Householdincome
Less than $25,000 141 20%
$25,000 to $49,999 156 22%
$50,000 to $74,999 159 23%
$75,000 to $99,999 98 14%
$100,000 or more 148 21%
Education
Less than high school 25 4%
High school graduate or equivalent 118 17%
Some college 295 42%
College graduate or above 264 38%
Geographic Region
Northeast 118 17%
Midwest 197 28%
South 226 32%
West 161 23%
Marital Status
Single, never married 86 12%
Single, living with a partner 71 10%
Married 450 64%
Separated 17 2%
Widowed 21 3%
Divorced 56 8%

Study Cooperation

A subsample of AmeriSpeak webmode panelists were invited to the survey on January 8,
2020, in a softlaunch. The initial data from the softaunchwere reviewed and the remainder

of sampled AmeriSpeak panelists were invited to the survey on January 24, 2020. To

14 Not all respondents reported renting or owning a home.

22



encourage study cooperation, we sent email reminders to sampled weitode panelists on
the following dates:

1 January 24, 2020: Reminder sent to softaunch sample

1 February 12, 2020: Reminder sent to parent sample
Respondents received proprietary internal currency, which was the cash equivalent of $3 for
completing the survey.

Data Processing

Cleaning rules were applied to the survey data for quality ontrol by flagging survey
respondents who completed the entire survey in less than 4fkercent of the median survey
time, which indicateslikely speeding(i.e., not reading and responding to the questions a
thoughtful manner). These respondents wer@ot included inthe final data set. Next, thedata
were processedusing the datacleaning and preparation steps outlinedbelow. Each variable
wasclearly named andabeled,and each properly identified by type€.g., Likerttype variables
designated as interval variables). Opeended items were coded by two analysts, and
interrater reliability wascalculated to ensure accuracy in coding response#&\ny personally
identifiable information (PII) provided by respondentsas also removed. The data set cleaning
procedures included:

1. Receive data sets

2. Print file information/format library.

Merge all necessary data (including administrative data, survey formats, as
applicable)

Delete duplicates

Check variable names

Checkvariable labels

Check value labels

Check skip patterns

Check raw data frequencies

10 Check weights against known population totals (if applicable)
11. Run recodes according to project protocol

12. Check recoded variables against raw variables

13.Resolve inconsstencies

14.Parse down to final dataset.

15.Review data set creation independently to ensure accuracy

w

© 0N OB

All reported analyses were independenthgplicated by a second analydb reduce the
likelihood of errors Numbers, tables, findings, and interpretaticgwere doublechecked
independentlyto ensure accuracyaccording toFMGstandard procedures
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Statistical Weighting

The sample was selected from a probabilihased online panel ((e., NORC AmeriSpeak
panel), which in theory, would allow forcalculatingweights andgeneralizngthe results to the
target population ata national level However,weighting conducted for this study was not
used for generalization purposegor two reasons:(1) the number of survey completes was
too small, and thus, the precision of weighted estimates would be pogrand (2) reliable
external benchmark datato use for weighting did not exist, especially for the caregiver
population. Instead, weights were created to adjust the sampling and nonresponse for the
parent respondents in ths study, andthe weightswere applied in a comparison analysis to
determine the difference of demographic characteristics between the parent respondents
from the AmeriSpeak panel and the parents from U.S. general population (based on American
Community Suvey [ACS] estimates).

In the weighting process, statistical weights for the stuadjigible respondents were calculated
using panel base sampling weights.

Panel base sampling weights for all sampled housing units are computed as the inverse of
probability of selection from the NORC National Frame (the sampling frame that is used to
sample housing units for AmeriSpeak) or addresmsed sample. The sample design and
recruitment protocol for the AmeriSpeak Panel involves subsampling of initial r@spondent
housing units. These subsampled nerespondent housing units are selected for an fperson
followrup. The subsample of housing units that are selected for the nonresponse foltop
(NRFU) have their panel base sampling weights inflated by the inversethed subsampling
rate. The base sampling weights are further adjusted to account for unknown eligibility and
nonresponse among eligible housing units. The househdklel nonresponse adjusted
weights are then posttratified to external counts for number ohouseholds obtained from
the Current Population Survey. Then, these househd&Vel poststratified weights are
assigned to each eligible adult in every recruited household. Furthermore, a persevel
nonresponse adjustment accounts for nonresponding adis within a recruited household.

Finally, panel weights are raked to external population totals associated with age, sex,
education, race/Hispanic ethnicity, housing tenure, telephone status, and Censdgvision
The external population totals are obtaied from the Current Population Survey. The weights
adjusted to the external population totals are the final panel weights.

Studyspecific base sampling weights are derived using a combination of the final panel
weight and the probability of selection assaated with the sampled panel memberBecause
not all sampled panel members respond to the screener interview, an adjustment is needed
to account for and adjust for screener nomespondents. This adjustment decreases potential
nonresponse bias associated wh sampled panel members who did not complete the
screener interview for the study.
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Furthermore, because not all eligible screener completes completed the survey, an
adjustment is applied to account for the nomespondents. This adjustment decreases

potential nonresponse bias associated with the eligible screener completes who did not
complete the survey.

The distribution of demographic characteristics of parent respondents (of children ages 0 to
5) was compared to that othe benchmark from American Commmity Survey(ACSJi.e., 2018
ACS Zlyear estimates), both on a weighted an unweighted basis. This information was used
to determine the demographic difference between parent respondents fratime AmeriSpeak
panel and parents from U.S. general population. Mothat the comparison analysis was not
conducted for thecaregiversof children ages 0 to 5, since there is no reliable data source for
creating benchmarks for this population.

Fordetails of comparisonanalysis please refer toAppendixE.
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Chapter 3: SurveyFindings

Analysis Approach

Descriptive analysessuch asaverages and frequencieswere conductedfor all survey items
and by subpopulationsee Appendix for surveyguestionnaire) by key splits of the data
(classified as subpopulations)Please refer to thefrequencyExcelfile for detailed frequency
data. In line with theapprovedanalysis plan(see ApendixG), several hypotheses and
research questions related to the main aims of the study were assessethese analyses
were meant to be exploratoryand results are not meant to be generalizable. Analysesre
conducted with the intentto identify potentially interesting effectsand relationships
between the variables of interestPleasesee Appendix Hor details on these exploratory
analysesfor comparisonsamongdifferent subgroups Researchquestions(RQ)and
hypotheses(H)included:

i Awareness and Behavior
0 RQI1:Whatproportions of parent anataregivershave anchored their furniture
and/or TVs?

A H1:Ahigher percentage of parents will anchor furniture and/or TVs than
caregivers.Findings suggest that a greateproportion of parents had ever
anchored compared to caregivers

0 RQ2:Where did parent anctaregiversgo to find this information?
1 Risk Severity
o R@:How do perceptions of risk severity relate to behaviors associated with
anchoring furniture?

A H2:Personal experience with tipover would be associated with increased
risk severity. Trends appear tosuggest that respondents wh personal tip-
over experience perceived greater risk severitihan those who did not

A H3:Respondents who anchor will report greater agreement with risk
severity statements than those who do not anchorindings suggest that
those who anchor have higher agreement with risk severity statements.

1 Risk Susceptibility
o RQ4 How do perceptions of rik susceptibility relate to knowledge of the harms
associated with furniture and/or TV tippver?

A H4:Respondents who indicate more agreement with harms associated
with tip-over are more likely to agree that thover could occur during
various periods {.e., the next week through the nex8 years).Findings
suggest that agreement with tipover harms is not related to perceptions
of tip-over likelihood over various periods
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o RQS5How do perceptions of risk susceptibility relate to behaviors associated with
anchoring furniture?

A H5:Respondents who anchor will have higher perceptions of risk
susceptibility. Trendssuggest that respondents whdave ever anchored
have higher perceptions of risk susceptibility

1 General Tipover Awareness
o0 RQ@&How does exposure to tifpver information (ads, news, PSAS) relate to risk
perceptions?

A H6:Respondents whaecall exposureto tip-over informationwill indicate
higher mean agreement wittihe risks of tip-over associated with
unanchored furniturethan those who do not recall exposure to that
information. Trendssuggest that recall of tipover information is related to
higher agreement with tipover risks of unanchored furniture

o0 RQ7 How does exposure to tifpver information relate to behavior?

A HT: Ahigher proportion of respondents who recalled exposure to-tiger
information would report anchoring behavior compared to those who had
not been previously exposed! rends appear to suggesthat a higher
proportion of those who recalled tippver information exposure anchored
their furniture compared to those who did not recall tqpver information
exposure, but there was no difference identified in frequency of anchoring
TVs.

1 Brand and Campaign Awareness

A HB8:Based on findings from stakeholder intervigs, we prediced that
overall awareness of theAnchor It'campaignwould be low. Findings
indicate low awareness of the campaign

0 RQ8Howdoes CPSC brand/campaign awareness relate to knowledge of the
harms associated with furniture and/or TV tijver?

A H9:Respondentswho are aware of CPSC and/or recall exposure to the
campaign will have greater agreement with risks associated with
unanchored furniture.Findings were mixedTrends suggest that those
who were avare of CPSC agremore with risks of unanchored
furniture/TVsthan those who were notThere was a trend suggesting that
respondents awareof Anchor Itlhad higher agreementthat tip-over could
lead to injury or death, buto difference inagreement regarding whether
unanchored furniture can tip over.

A H10:Awareness of CPSC and the campaign would be related to higher
perceived likelihood of tipover.Findings did notsuggestthat awareness
of CPSC and\nchor It'was related to higher perceived likelihood of tip
over.
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o0 RQ9Howdoes CPSC brand/campaign awareness relate to behaviors associated
with anchoring furniture?

A H11:Respondents whaecall exposureto the campaign will be more likely
to take steps to anchor their furniturelhe limited data suggests that
those who recdl exposure tothe campaign are more likely to take steps to
anchor furniture.

1 Beliefs about Benefits and Barriers
0 RQ10How do beliefs about the benefits of and barriers to anchoring furniture
relate to behaviors associated with anchoring furniture?

A H12:Respondentswho anchor will be more likely to agree with the
benefits of anchoring and less likely to endorse barriersto anchoring.
Results suggest that respondents who ever anchored have greater
agreement with anchoring benefits and less agreement withdboriers to
anchoring.

1 SelfEfficacy
0 RQlIHowdoessele f fi cacy i n oneds ability to anc
behaviors associated with anchoring furniture?

A H13:Respondents who anchor their furniture will report higher self
efficacy in their ability toanchor furniture.Trendssuggest that those who
anchor report higher selfefficacy intheir ability to anchor furniture.

1 Behavioral Intentions
0 RQ12How do knowledge and awareness of the harms associated with-tiper
relate to intentions to anchor furnitwe and/or TVs in the future?

A H1l4¢:Respondentsd | eveloveolfarmawouldbement wi t |
positively related to their likelihood of taking steps to anchor their
furniture. Conversely, raapondentsd en

misconceptions would be negavely related to their likelihood of anchoring
behaviors.Findings suggest that agreement with thover harms is
positively related to likelihood of taking steps to anchor furniture, and
agreement with tipover misconceptions is negatively related to likilood
of anchoring behaviors

A H15:Respondents who have experienced tipver or know someone who
has will be more likely to take steps to anchor their furniture/TVsindings
suggest that those who had personal experience with tpver, or knew
someone whodid, were more likely to take steps to anchor their
furniture/TVs.

Exploratory analyses were conducted tavestigatethe hypotheses related to these
research questions. Please refer to Appendix H for more details.
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Survey Limitations
Survey results shou be interpreted with cautiondue to several limitations

1 The survey results should not be considered generalizable to a national population of
parents and caregivers, due to a small survey sample size and lack of sufficient
reliable external benchmarks regarding demographics of caregiveHowever, please
note that the sample was highly varied with regard tdemographics,ncluding a
range of gender, age, race/ethnicity, income, and education.

1 Statistical tests were chosen to identify potentially interesting effects and be easily
interpretable.

1 The overall aalytical approach sought to balance potential for type | versus type Il
error.

1 Familywise error adjustments for multiple comparisons were not applied because
the resultingp-value would be very small and overly conservative, whiglould
reduce potentialfor type | error but increase the potential for type Il errar€., failing
to identify potential effects of interest).

1 As we conducted a number of testd.€., multiple comparisons)there is a higher
potential for type | error. Therefore, results relateto group comparisons should be
interpreted with caution, as they may not necessarily replicate.

f Survey responses may have been biased by r
media, recall of their own behavior, and other factors. The anchoring laetor
guestions asked more generally if respondents had ever anchored TVs or furniture,
rather than if these items were currently anchored in their home. Therefore, answers
to these questions relate to lifetime behaviors with categories of objects, rathian
specific recent actions in their current home environments with specific types of TVs
or furniture.

T Based on the cont e nendedrésponsessther rechkkaiwhseré o p en
they learned about anchoring was often vague or uncertain; many didtiprovide
specific details. Importantly, the number of respondents who recalled seeing the
Anchor It'campaign recently was quite smalln(= 28), so results related to the
specific campaign messaging should be interpreted with caution.

1 The survey was ol able to evaluate potential behavior change as a result of the
campaign through questions on the perceived effectiveness of the PSA (Q31A
Q31E), because consumer recognition and recall of the campaign was limited.
Therefore, the survey results should beoasidered only one piece of the campaign
evaluation, in addition to the larger research and communication assessments.
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Results

AwarenessandBehavior(Q5and Q6)
Respondentsd anchoring b
asking respondents if they have ever anchoretivs

in their home (Q5) and if they have ever anchored
furniture in their home (Q6)definedin the survey

as securing therespectiveitem to a wall : Furniture Only
Responses indicated about half had anchored eact Nglzt;;oer 21%
type of objecfi47 percentreported ever anchoring

TVs and 55 percentreported ever anchoring
furniture. Responses to these questiongclude
lifelong behavior, rather than asking specifically

Figure3.1. Anchoring Behavior

. Both Furniture and
about whether TV®r furniture are currently TVs

34%

anchored in their home, olasking what specific
types of TVge.g., CRT, flascreen)or furniture
(e.g., dressers,bookshelves)they hadanchored A
composite anchoringoehavior variable was ® Furniture = TVs = Both = Neither
created, based on responses to Q5 and & which

define four mutually exclusive subgroups: respondents winave anchored both TV and
furniture; those who haveanchored T\{s)only, those who haveanchored furniture only; and
those who have neveanchored either T\(s) or furniture. Of the total samplethe largest
number ofrespondents reportedhavinganchored furniture and T\(s) (34%) or rever having
anchored TV(s) or furnituré32%). Twentyone percent of respondents reportedhavingonly
anchored furniture, and 13 percentstated that theyhad only anchoed T\{s) (see Figure
3.1).

Among respondents who hadeported anchoring, bhe mean number of TVshey reported
anchoringwas2.07 (SE= 0.09), and the mean number of pieces of furniture anchored was
3.30 (SE=0.17). The most frequently reported numberof TVs anchored wasne (37% of
respondents who had ancbred TVshand two (37%). Tie most frequently reported number
of pieces of furniture anchored waswo (34% of respondents who had anchored furniturge)
followed by three 19%).

Table3.1. Frequency of Anchoring Behavior: Females/Med

Anchoring Behaviors Overall Female Male
(N=702) (n=410) (n=292)

Q5: Anchor TV 47% 44% 51%

Q6: Anchor Furniture 55% 51% 62%
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Parent NonParent CaregiverHomeowner andRenter Anchoring Behavior

The survey sought to assess whatroportions of parens versus caregiversand homeowners
versusrenters haveever anchored their furniture and/or TVs. It was hypothesized that a
higher percentage of parentsvould reportever anchoring furniture and/or TVs than
caregivers due to spending more time watching children. It was also hypothesized that
homeownerswould be more likely to reporever anchoring thanrenters because theyhave
more control over their own propertyFor results of detailed analysessee Appendix H

Approximately 29percentof parentsreported theyhavenot anchored, and 36 percent of
caregiversreported theyhad not anchored furniture or TVsat all (see Table3.2).

Table3.2. Frequency of Achoring Behavior: ParentsLaregiversand Homeowners/Renters

Anchoring Behaviors Overall Parents Caregivers Homeowners Renters
(N=702) (n=410) (n=292) (n=521) (n=164)
AnchorBoth TV and Furniture  34% 40% 26% 37% 26%
Anchor T\Only 13% 12% 14% 13% 11%
Anchor FurnitureOnly 21% 19% 24% 20% 25%
Anchor Neither 32% 29% 36% 30% 38%

Anchoring InformatiorSeeking
A series of survey questions sought tlicit a better understandng of what proportion of
parents andcaregivershad researched how to anchonyvhat their motivations for
information-seekingare, andwhat anchoring information sourceshey use These questions
included: (a) have you ever looked up or mearched how to anchor furnitured.g., dressers,
bookshelves) and/or TVs to a wa(Q19);, (b) what caused you to look for information about
how to anchor furniture é.g.,
ressers, bookshelves) and/or
TVs to a wal{Q20), and (c)

Figure3.2. Respondentsd PerQeri v

. Other
where did you go to lookup or Saw another 16%
find this information(Q21)? post (blog post,
press release) Saw an
. about it ad/news
More than onethird (39%) 6% story/PSA
reported previously researching ' about it
how to anchor furniture (41% of 38%
parents; 36% of caregivers).
These respondents were asked  sawa social
to select one reason foiseeking mSSl,i tpi‘t’St
information. Of the respondents 10%
who repated previously :

. Learned about Friend or
researching how to anchor it when | family member
furniture (n = 271), 38 percent pf‘arr‘;?tﬁ:d told me about
reported that they saw an ad 19% 12%
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news story, or PSA that caused them to look for information on how to anchor furnituisee
Figure3.2). Otherreasons for researching the topic includd learning about anchoring when
they purchased their furniture (19%) and being told by adnd or family member about it
(12%).

Respondents who indicated previously researching anchorifmg= 271) could select one or
more sources of informationMore thanhalf (55%) who reported researching how to anchor
their furniture indicated that the internet wasa source of information(see Table3.3). The
next three most frequently reported sources were YouTube (39%), furniture instruction
manuals (26%), and home iprovementor furniture stores (20%). Only Ppercent of
respondents reported CPS@ovas a source for seeking information.

Table3.3. Locations of Where Respondents Searched for Anchoring Information

Locations
(n=271)
Internet 55% Other Social Media Sites 8%
Furniture Shopping

0 0,
YouTube 39% Websites 7%
Furniture Instruction 26% CPSC.gov 706
Manuals
Home Improvement o T o
Store/Furniture Store 20% Wikipedia 3%
Child Safety Websites 18% Anchorlt.gov 3%
Friend/Family Member 14% Shopping Center Kiosk 2%
Facebook 10% Twitter 1%
News/Media Outlets 10% Safeproducts.gov 1%
Parenting Blogs 8% Billboard 1%
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Risk Severity (Q1andQ14)

Perceptions of riskseverity were measured by asking respondents to rate the extent to
which they agree or disagree that furnituree(g., dressers, bookshelves) and/or TVs that are
not anchored to a wall can lead to injury or death (Q13). Respondents also rated the extent
to which they agree or disagree thaurniture (e.g., dressers, bookshelves) and/or TVs that
are not anchored (or secured) to a wall can lead to injury or deg@14).More thanthree-
fourths of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with these two statemer(®&0% for Q13,
82% for Q14), indicating high awareness of risks (see Figur&3

Figure 3.3. Beliefs Related to Tipver

Beliefs Related to TigOver

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
agree/ agree/agree agree/ agree/
agreethat that tip-over agreethat agreethat
unanchored can lead to watching tip-over only

furniture injury or children occurs when
can tipover. death. prevents tip- children are
over. climbing.

How Knowledge of Harms anBerceptions of Risk Severity Relate to Experience with-Tip
Over

Less than onefifth of respondents (17%) reported having a personal experience witp-
over, and a separate 17ercent of respondents reported knowing someone who has
experienced tipover. Abouttwo-thirds of respondents reported no personal experience with
tip-over (66%;Q35). The level of agreement with risk severity statements for daof these
groups is shown below.

Table3.4. Risk Severity by Experience with Fver

Percent of Respondents who Strongly Agree/Agree

Statements Overall Personal KnowSomeone No Experience with
n=702 Experiencewith with TipOver TipOver
TipOver Experience
n=118 n=118 n= 466
Q13. Unanchored furniture can 80% 84% 83% 78%
tip over

Q14:Unanchored furniture/TVs

0, 0, 0, 0,
can lead to injury/death 82% 86% 86% 80%
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Risk Severity Perceptions Related to Anchoring Behavior (Composite oBQ&Q6)

Of the total sample, just under half (47%) reporteever anchoringa TV in their home(5),
and more thanhalf (55%)reported anchoring furniture Q6). A composite variable was
calculated to distinguish respondents whiiad everanchored both furniture and TV,
anchored furniture only, anchoed T\s only, or anchoed neither. Table3.5 highlights the
frequencies of respondents who strongly agres agreewith unanchoredfurniture and TV
tip-over riskseverity. Overall, respondents whever anchored their furniture and/or TVs
more frequently agree that unanchored furniture and/or TVs can tip over and can lead to
injury or death.

Table3.5. Percent of Respondents who Strongly Agree/Agree with Risk Severity Statements

Anchoring Behavior

Statements Overall Both TVOnly Furniture Neither
N=702 n=238 n=289 Only n=225
n=150

Q13: Unanchored furniture and/or

Q14 Furniture and/or TV tipovers
can lead to injury or death 82% 93% 73% 89% 70%

Risk Susceptibility (Q15, Q16ndQ18)

Respondentsd risk susceptibility was measured
which they agree with the following statementga) urifure (e.g., dressers, bookshelves)

and/or TVs do not need to be anchored (secured) to a wall if | watch tbleild (or children) in

my homed ( ¢ahdh) heéanly way furniture and/or TVs can tip over is when children are
climbingoniot ( Ql16). Overall, respondents tended to
addition, respondents provided their perceivetikelihood of furniture and/or TV tipover

within various timespans.

Table3.6 highlights the frequencies of respondents who strongly agree agree with
furniture and TV tipover risk susceptibilityOverall, respondents frequently disagreed that
anchoring is not necessary if you are watching your children (60%) anda\er only occurs
when children are climbing on furniture and/or TVs (65%).
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Table3.6. Frequencies of Agreement with Risk Susceptibility Statements

Risk Susceptibility Statements Neither Strongly
pubility ?:t&)nrg;;)éAgree Disagree nor Disagree or

(n=702) 9 Agree Disagree

Q15: Rurniture (e.g., dressers, bookshelves) and/or

TVs do not need to be anchored (secured) to a wall 17% 23% 60%

| watch the child (or children) in my home

Q16:The only way furniture and/or TVs can tip over

is when children are climbing on it 19% 16% 65%

Risk Susceptibility and Anchoring Behaviors

It was hypothesized that respondents whioad not anchored furniture and/or TVs will have
lower perceptions of risk susceptibilityif., higher agreement with Q15 and Q1@)ecause
people who perceive less risknd less threatwould be less likely tdake preventative
action, according to the HBM

Table3.7 highlights the frequencies of respondents who strongly agree agree with
furniture and TV tipover risk susceptibility. Overall, respondents whead not anchored have
higher meanagreement that (a) anchoring is not necessary if you are watching your
children; and (b) tip-over only occurs when children are climbing on furniture and/or TVs
compared to respondents who anchor at all

Table3.7. Percent of Respondents who Strongly Agree/Agree with Risk Susceptibility
Statements

Anchoring Behavior

Statements Overall Both TV only Furniture  Neither
N=702 n=238 n=289 Only n=225
n=150

Q15:Furniture €.g., dressers,

bookshelves) and/or TVs do not need to

be anchored (secured) to a wall if | watch 17% 8% 24% 7% 31%
the child (or children) in my home.

Q16: The only way furniture and/or TVs
can tip over is when children are climbin¢ 19% 13% 18% 10% 32%
on it

General TigOver Awareness (Q4, Q13, Q14)

The majority of respondents (82%) indicated that they have seen an,agws story or PSA
about anchoring furniture and/or TVs (80% of parents; 85% of caregivei@4). Within the
follow-up openended responses (Q4A) = 573), the most commonly mentioned descriptions
of these ads news stories, and PSAs included: local, national, or general news (2796)
depiction of a child climbing and/or furniture falling (22%); and mentions of IKEA (17%). Other
less common descriptions included a general ad (13%g, TV commercial (12%)a social
media post or ad (9%)another source (8%), warnings or instructionsxdurniture (6%), seeing
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someone anchoring a TV (5%), and mentions of dangers (3%). However, pebscent of
respondents could not recall details about the adnews story or PSAthat they reported
seeing.

Exposure to Tigdver Information in Relation to Rils Perceptions

The percenage of respondents whoreport they have been exposedversus have not been
exposed to tipover information (Q4yho strongly agree/agree with risk perceptions (Q1and

Q14) is highlighted in Table 3. Overall,a higher proportion é respondentswho recall being

exposed to tipover information agree(82%) that unanchored furniture and/or TVs can tip
over, compared to respondents who recall no exposure to tip-over information (69%).
Similarly,a greater proportionof respondents whorecall exposureto tip-over information

agree (85%) that furniture and/or TV tipover can lead to injury or deathcompared to

respondents whorecall no exposureto tip-over information (70%).

Table3.8. Agreement with Risk Severity by Anchoring Inforn@atiExposure

Percent of Respondents who Strongly

Agree/Agree
Statements Total Exposed to ad/news Not exposed to
(N=702) story/PSA about ad/news story/PSA

anchoring about anchoring
(n=576) (n=126)

Q13: Unanchored furniture and/or

TVscan tip over 80% 82% 69%

Q14: Furniture and/or TV tipvers 8206 85% 70%

can lead to injury or death

How Exposure to Tipver Information Relates to Anchoring Behavior

We hypothesized that a higher proportion of respondents who recalled-tiper information
would report having anchored compared to respondents who did not recall tipover
information. We first examined the relationship between exposure to information and
anchoring T or furniture, individually, then we examinedanchoring behavior overallFor
details on analysessee Appendix H
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Table3.9. Anchoring TV and Furniture by Exposure to Anchoring Information

Information Exposure

Responses Overall Exposed to ad/news Not exposed to
N=702 story/PSA about ad/news story/PSA

anchoring about anchoring
(n=1576) (n=126)

Yes, ever anchored TV (Q5) 47% 48% 41%

No, have not anchored TV (Q5) 53% 5206 59%

Yes, ever anchored furniture (Q6) 5504 59% 40%

No, have not anchored furniture (Q6) 45% 21% 60%

Table3.10 highlights that 71 percentof respondentswho reported exposureto tip-over
information (e.g., ad, news story or PSA)had everanchored their furniture, TV, or both,
compared to 55percent of respondentswho reported theyhave neverbeen exposed to tip
over information. Furthemore, 29 percent of respondents wharecall exposureto tip-over
information reportednot anchoring their furnitureor their TVs.

Table3.10. Frequencies of Overall Anchoring Behaviors by Exposure to Anchoring
Information

Information Exposure

Anchoring Behaviors Overall Exposed to ad/news Not exposed to ad/news
N=702 story/PSA about anchoring  story/PSA about anchoring
n=>576 n=126
Anchor T\bnly 13% 12% 16%
Anchor Furnitureonly 21% 23% 14%
AnchorBoth 34% 36% 25%
Anchor Neither 32% 29% 44%

Brand and Campaign Awareness (Q22, Q26)

Respondent sd awar enhAnshsr Itlcdmpai®R 8aS measukd Ry fasking
respondents if they had ever heard of CPS3s&fore taking this survey (Q22)and whether they
had ever heard of theAnchor It'campaignbefore taking this survey (Q26)FMGhypothesized
that, based on previous findings from the stakeholder interviews, overall awareness of the
Anchor It'campaign would be low.

Nearly twethirds (65%)of respondentsreported that they had heard of CPSC before taking
this survey (59% of parents; 74% of caregivers; Q22)hen asked about what they know
about CPSC (Q23n = 440), a majority wrote about CPSC monitoring product safety or
protecting consumes (54%). Less common responses include an indication of name
recognition only (18%), miscellaneous responses (13%), product recalls (9%), establishment
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of regulations or guidelines (9%), government or independent agency (6%), that it issues
warnings or lale | s ( 6 %) , product testing Addifepally or do
awareness of theAnchor It! campaign was relatively low12 percent of all respondents
reported pr evi ouAnthyriticaanpaign (h0§o ofpérentS;RBCfaregivers

Q26), supporting the hypothesis

CPSC Brand and Campaign Awareness Relation to Knowledge ofovigy

FMGhypothesized thatrespondents whoare aware of CPSC and/drave been exposed to the
Anchor It! campaign will have greater agreementwith risks associated with unanchored
furniture. Generalizabilityis limited, due to the relatively small sample size of 83 respondents
who reported awareness of the campaigrsee Appendix Hor more detaik on analyse.

Table3.11. Anchor It'Campaign and CPSC Awareness Kgowledge of Harms Associated
with Furniture and/or TV Tigver

Q13: Unanchored @irniture and/or Q214:Unanchored firniture and/or

TVscan tip over. TVs can lead to injury or death.

Respondents Frequency Mean Standard Frequency Mean Standard

of Agreement Deviation of Agreement Deviation

Agreement  Score Agreement  Score

Aware of CPSC
(n = 445) 82% 4.10 1.03 85% 4.19 0.94
Not Aware of CPSC 75% 3.90 1.10 76% 3.97 0.92
(n=239)
(A""ag%;)fA”Chor It Campaign 88% 4.20 112 87% 4.34 0.95
n=
Not Aware ofAnchor It'Campaign 79% 3.99 1.09 829 4.08 0.94
(n=619) : : : :

Knowledge of CPSC an@inchor It/Campaign Compared to Perceived Likelihood of Tper
(Q18)

Table3.12 highlightsthe percentages ofr e s p o n pkreavedikélihoodresponses related
to tip-over within various timespans. The majority of respondents reported that-bper is very
unlikely or unlikely to occur within their home.
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Table3.12. FrequencyoR e s p o n @arceivedLikelihood of TipOver

Risk Likelihood Statements

(n=702) Unlikely or Very NeitherUnlikely  Likely or Very

Unlikely nor Likely Likely
My furniture and/ or T\

Q18A The next week 73% 16% 11%
Q18B: The next month 71% 17% 12%
Q18C: Thenext six months 66% 20% 13%
Q18D: The next year 63% 21% 15%
Q18E: The next three years 61% 21% 18%
Q18F: My furniture and/or TVs could not tipver 40% 29% 31%

Respondents reported, on a scale of 1 to 5, their perceived likelihood of -bper happening
within various timespans (1 = very unlikely, 5 = very likely). On average, respondents reported
that they are unlikely to experience tqover next week 1 = 1.98, SD=1.06), next month
=2.02,SD=1.09), in the next6 months M = 2.13, SD=1.11), in the next year M = 2.20,

SD =1.15), and in the next3 years M = 2.26, SD = 1.19). Furthemore, on average,
respondents stated that it is neither unlikelynor likely, that their furniture and/or TVs could
not tip over M = 2.88, SD= 1.26).

Table3.13.Means of Respondent oflipbverbycAvaranessof CASR el i h o
and the Anchor It!Campaign

Perceived Likelihood of THover Over Various Time Periods

Respondents The next The next The next The next  The next My
week month six months year three years  furniture
(n=682) (n=679) (n=681) (n =680) (n=681) and/or TVs
could not
tip over
(n=683)
Aware of CPSC
(n = 445) 1.93 1.99 2.07 212 2.18 2.87
Not Aware of CPSC 2.06 2.09 225 236 245 2.89
(n=239)
(An""zagegg’fA”Chor It Campaign 2.02 2.06 2.00 2.05 2.09 3.14
iy ofAnchor ltiCampaign 4 g7 2.02 2.15 2.22 2.29 2.84

How Awareness of CPSC and tienchor It'Campaign Relate to Anchoring Behaviors
Table3.14 highlightsthe proportions ofrespondents awareof CPSC and thénchor It!
campaign by anchoring behaviordMore than half of the respondents who are aware of
CPSC and thénchor It'campaign reportedever anchoringeither their furniture or TV.
Furthemore, more than hdf of respondents who are not aware of CPSC have not anchored
their furnitureor their T\&.
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Table3.14. Anchoring TV and Furniture by Awareness of CPSC andAhehor It!Campaign

Awareness of CPSC and thenchor It'Campaign

Responses Aware of CPSC  Not Aware of Aware ofAnchor  Not Aware of
(n = 445) CPSC It Campaign Anchor It!
(n=239) (n=83) Campaign
(n=619)
Yes, ever anchored TV (Q5) 51% 39% 59% 45%
No, have not anchored TV (Q5) 49% 61% 21% 5506
Yes, ever anchored furniture (Q6) 60% 44% 76% 530

No, have not anchored furniture (Q6 20% 56% 24% 47%

CampaignAssessment (Q31)

Although12 percentof the survey sample indicated awareness of th&nchor It'campaign,
only onethird of the respondentsreported having seen or heard about it in the last months
(34%,n = 83). Given the small subsample, the reliability of the survey data for campaign
assessment is limited Amongthese respondents(n = 28), threefourths agreed or strongly
agreed that theadvertisements made anchoring seem like a smart option for them (75%; 21
respondents) and grabbed their attention (75%; 21 respondents; Q3aRB).Half indicated

that the ad told them something new or different (50%; 28 respondentgnd a majority

(61%; 17respondents) agreed or strongly agreed that it made them want to find out more
about anchoring furniture. However, less than half (46%; 13 respondents) indicated that the
campaign made them decide to anchor their furniture.

When asked to describe what thy recall happening in the adr PSA or what the
informationin the ad or PSAentailed (Q28), the most common responses were: risks or
dangers of tipover (1 = 10); that they saw the ad on social mediathe internet, or TV (= 8);
d ondt nk b5)other responses (1 = 4); or that the ad or PSAvas related to IKEAN =

2). When asked about the main goal of thAnchor It'campaign, nearly all said the purpose
was to promote safety and/or reduce tippver accidents ( = 23); and four respondentssaid
that the goal was to raise awareness.
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Table3.15. The Impact ofthe Anchor It!/Advertisements/PSA®n Respondents (= 28)

Q31: Thinking about the ads/PSAs you saw or heard

about Anchor It!,please indicate whether you agree or Strongly gg;h%e nor gg;%n?ge /
disagree with each of thefollowing statements: The Agree/Agree A 9 Di 9
ads/PSAs.. . gree Isagree
Made anchorlng furniture seem like a smart option for a 75% 11% 14%
person like me

Grabbedmy attention 75% 18% 7%

Told me somethingnew or different about anchoring o 0 0
furniture 50% 29% 21%
Mademe want to find out more about anchoring furniture 61% 21% 18%
Mademe decide to anchor my furniture 46% 39% 14%

Beliefs about Benefits and Barrier§Q9, Q10, Q1llandQ12)

Respondent sd personal bel i efs about benefits
were measured by asking them to select the main reasons they decided to anchor their

furniture and/or TVs (Q9)the most important reason respondents decide to andr their

furniture and/or TVs (Q10)the main reasons that respondents decide ndb anchor at all

(Q11) and the most important reason why respondents decide not anchor their furniture

and/or TVs (Q12).

Reasons for Anchoring

Among the respondents who remrted anchoring their furniture and/or TVs(= 477), Table
3.16 highlights that the most commonly reported reasons for anchoring théiurniture
and/or TVswere to protect their children and to ensure peace of mind (Q9).
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Table3.16.R e s p 0 n d e nRReeasdns fM Amncimoring Their Furniture

Main Reasongo Anchor Eurniture All Parents  Caregivers Homeowner Renters
(n=477) (h=290) (n=187) s(nh=363) (n=102)

| want to protect my children 66% 76% 52% 67% 67%

Peace of mind 62% 63% 60% 62% 62%

Myfurn]ture came with an anchoring 38% 41% 33% 40% 3204

kit and instructions

I saw an ad/news story/public service o 0 o o o

announcement (PSA) about it 35% 32% 39% 34% 35%

My children climb and/or pull orthe o o o o o

furniture 33% 40% 22% 34% 32%

Easy to do 24% 22% 28% 26% 18%

My spouse/partner/5|gn|f|cant_other 23% 2504 19% 2304 2504

suggested we anchor our furniture/TVs

I ha\_/e prewoysly experienced 16% 18% 13% 16% 17%

furniture/TV tipover

| know someone who has experienced ,,, o o o o

furniture/TV tipover 12% 12% 12% 14% 8%

Mychil dds pedi atr i

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
the dangers of tipover 7% 10% 3% % 9%

Most of my friends/family members

have done it 5% 5% 4% 5% 4%

Note. Respondents could select more than one reason.

Reasons foNot Anchoring

The surveyincluded questions aboutreasons for not anchoring t@ain abetter

understanding of potential barriersto anchoringTable3.17 highlights that the two most

frequently reported reasons for not anchoring furniture(=2 25) wer e 0| dondot t
tod and o0l cdnewai @il Pahethtd andiarehiverswho reported not

anchoring their furniture (29% of parents; 36% afaregiverg appear to believe that

anchoring furniture is irrelevant to them or unnecessary; they reported that their proactive

actions (e.g., taking enough safety measures, watching childrenot purchasing tall furniture

or heavy TVs) will prevent tipver from occurring in their homeln addition, renters more
frequently reported thats@mypchandhgowdi Wi | Hama:
anchoringgand o0l dondt know wher e téo coenp atrlbead amc ho
homeowner® bel i efs about anchoring
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Table3.17.Respondent s6 Reasons for Not Anchoring T

Main Reasons toNot Anchor Furniture (An”: 225) (IZ;a:relnztg) (Cna:relg(;\é()ars I(-r|10:m1eSo£\;/;/ ners (F;e:ntéazr?
I dondt think | need 35% 33% 38% 35% 32%
| can watch the children instead 35% 33% 36% 39% 23%
I intend to, but | jul’% 23% 10% 19% 13%
It will damage mywalls 16% 20% 12% 15% 19%
Ir1eeddon6t know what anc 12% 16% 8% 11% 15%
Ineeddeocl)nﬁt know where to 11% 14% 8% 8% 21%
My landlord will not allow it 11% 15% 6% 5% 26%
::)ropgrl(; ndt trust anchossel f 11% 14% 79 8% 15%
I didnét know about i 10% 11% 9% 9% 11%
I didndét know how to 10% 12% 8% 11% 8%
It is a waste of time 4% 6% 2% 3% 6%
It is too expensive 4% 6% 1% 3% 5%
It is a waste of money 3% 4% 1% 1% 6%

Note. Respondents could select more than one reason.

Of those who reported more than one reason for not anchoring their furnitiaed/or TVs (

= 103), 23 percent reported that the most important reason for not anchoring their furniture
andlorTVs wasabthcahewchil dren insteado¢ ;qgn@ 1% of
20 percentresponded that they do not think that they need to anchor their furnitusand/or

TVs (17% of parents; 25% of caregivers; Q12).

SelfEfficacy (Q33)

According to the HBM, sekfficacy predictsrisk-reducing behavior. ThussMGhypothesized
that self-efficacy would be related to anchoring behavioRe s p o n d e-gfficaxydor s e | f
anchoringfurniture was measured by asking respondents how confident thaye that they

can completethe following three actions{a) go out and buy the correct anchor and tools to
secure my furniture/TVs(b) effectively install the anchor and secure the furniture/TV to the
wall; and (c) repair the wall once | remove the anchoGelf-efficacy was relatively high for all
three actions, with at least twehirds of respondents indicating they would probably or
definitely be confident in their ability to complete each (see Tab818).
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Table3.18. SelfEfficacy in Ability to Anchor

Q33: How confident are you thatyou can Definitely Neutral Probably
complete each action below? No/Probably No Y es/Definitely Yes
Q33A:Go out and buy the correct anchor 11% 13% 76%
and tools to secure my furniture/TVs.
Q33B:Effectively install theanchor and o o o
secure the furniture/TV to the wall. 12% 13% 5%
Q33C:Repair the wall once | remove the
anchor. 18% 15% 67%
Behavioral Intentions (Q34)
Respondentsd behavioral intentions wéeeye

are to: (a) go out and buy anchors fotheir furniture and/or TVs (b) install the anchors to

their furnitureand/or TVs(c) consider talking to a friend or family member about anchoring
furnitureand/or TVs(d)vi s i t Ahéh& Glavebsite or social media pages to learn more

(e) research the types of anchors fotheir furniture and/or TVs and (f) look up more
information about anchoring furnitue and/or TVsin the next few months.

Table3.19 highlightsthe frequencies of respondatsd

behavi

little more thanone-third of respondents reported that they would definitely npor probably
not, take the listed actions related to anchoring. Of the list of actions, one stood out as being
judged more likelyto occurfiabout half of respondents (45%) did report that they would

probably yes or definitely yes consider talking to a friend or family member about anchoring

furniture and/or TVs

Table3.19. Frequency oBehavioral Intentions

measu

or @Gnkfourtmtbae nt i ons

Q34:1n the next fewmonths, howlikely Probabl N/AThe

isitthatyouwill. . .? Definitely Neutral Yeleef)i,niteI furniture/TVsin
No/Probably No Yes y my house are

already anchored

%?r?iﬁj:rg/?r\c;gt and buy anchors for your 34% 2204 2704 16%

%E:Itlirlen/ﬁ_tslé theanchors to my 320 2204 29% 17%

Q34C: Consider talking to a friend or

family member about anchoring 26% 22% 45% 7%

furniture/TVs

Q34D: Vi Anchor tGVELSItE 6r <

social media pages to learn more 37% 21% 33% 9%

Q34E: Rese_arch theypes of anchors 35% 19% 34% 13%

for your furniture/TVs

Q34F: Look up more information about 34% 20% 34% 12%

anchoring furniture/TVs
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Intentions to Anchor in Relation to Tidver Experience

Table 320 highlightsthe frequencies of respondentd b e h @ntentians ia relation to
respondent sd exvereNearlghaltogall respontdents whp have experienced
tip-over reported probably yesor definitely yes to all behavioral intentions to anchor.
Furthemore, less than half of all respondentavho have not experienced tifver reported
probably yes or definitely yes to all behavior intentions to anchor, indicating openness to
anchoring.

Table3.20. Percent of Respondents Who Reported Probably YBefinitely Yes to
Behavioral Intentions to Ancér in Relation to TigOver Experience

Q35:Have you or someone you know ever experienced furniture

and/or TV tipover?
812?;/?ut\t]vﬁlne);t few months, how likely is it Yes, myself Iﬁj\;vsomeone | No
(n=94) (n=92) (n=400)
Q34A: Go out and buy anchors for your
furniture/TVs 45% 41% 28%
Q34B: Install the anchors to my furniture/TVs 47% 48% 30%
Q34C: Consider talking to a friend or family 68% 66% 47%
member about anchoring furniture/TVs
Q3 4 D: Vi Anchor ttvebSite 6r social 54% 5204 330
media pages to learn more
Q34E: Research the types of anchors for your 50% 5204 3506
furniture/TVs _ _
Q34F: Look up more information about 5204 49% 36%

anchoring furniture/TVs

Conclusionsand Discussion

The overarching goal of this studis to provide researckhased recommendations on how to

better target and educate parents andaregiversof young childrerabout the importance of
anchoringThi s project sought to assess consumer sao
change as a result of theAnchor It'campaign; and to their assess knowledge, attitudes, and
awareness around T\And/or furniture tip-over and anchoring. With these aims in mindhe

results detailed in this report address several research questionas detailed below.

AwarenessandBehavior (Q5and Q6)

Related to high awareness of tjpver risks, most respondents (about threéourths) reported
that they have ever anchored theirurniture or TVs. An encouraging finding was thatore
than onefourth of respondents reportedever anchoring both their furniture and TVs. Among
respondents whohad not everanchored both their furniture and TVs, buhad anchored one
of them, a higher perentage of respondentshad everanchored their furniture (21%)
compared to respondents whdiad only anchoed their T\6 (13%) Potential reasonsfor this
observationmay bethat respondentslack awareness of the need to anchor TYthey
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consider furniture tipover to be moredangerous than TV tigver, or they consideranchoring
furniture to be easier than anchoring TV.d-uture research would be necessarto investigate
this. Just over one-fourth of the sample reported not anchoring at all.

More than onethird of respondents reported previously researching how to anchor furniture
and more thanhalf reported that the internet was their main source of information. The
CPSCAnNchor It! and SaferPoducts.govwebsites were not commonly visited sites for
anchoring information, indicating that government agency websites are not a major source
of anchoring information forparents andcaregivers. Howevennore thanonefourth of
respondents reported thathey did see an agdnews story, orPSA about anchoringwhich
caused them to look for more information on how to anchor. This demonstrates that ads,
news stories, and PSAabout anchoringthat parents andcaregiverssee may influence

them to take action and learn more about anchoringn their own homes.

Risk Severity (Q1andQ14)

The severity of risks associated with tipver is commonly understood among respondents.
The majority of respondents agree that unanchored furniture and TVs can tip gwerd that
tip-over can lead to injury or death. Overall, these findings showcase that parents and
caregiversare generally aware that tippver is possible and can cause serious injuries to
children.

Risk Susceptibility Q15, Q16,and Q18)

Certain misconceptionamay lead caregivers to believéhat anchoringis unnecessary. A
majority of respondents disagreed with the belief that anchoring furniture and/or TVs is
unnecessary if you watch your children and that tigver can only occur when children are
climbing onfurniture and/or TVs. This positive finding highlights that only a minority of
caregivers endorse these misconception@nd that most respondents may understand that
tip-over can occur for multiple reasons. This understanding may lead the majority of
respondents to take additional measures to prevent thover, such as anchoring their
furniture and/or TVs.

A majority of respondents assessed that tipver is very unlikely or unlikely to occur within
their home. This could be because they do not acknowledgp-bver risks or that they have
taken proper steps to anchor to prevent tjover by anchoring.

GeneralTipOver AwarenesgQ4)

The majority of respondents indicated that they have seen an advertisement, news story, or
PSA about anchoring. Parents anthregversreported encountering anchoring information

in IKEA ads, IKEA lawsuits, TV commercials, news stories on local TV, warning labels, and
personal stories on social media. The combination of these findings signals that there are

numerous accessible outles from whichparents andcaregivers are receiving anchoring
information.
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Brand and Campaign Awareness (Q2&d Q26)

Nearly twaethirds of the respondents reported being aware of CP®€&fore this survey,
although just over 10% were aware of thA&nchor It'campaign.Respondentswho are aware
of CPSC and thénchor It'campaign had a higheincidenceof anchoring furniture than
anchoring TVsThis particular finding indicates that respondents may prioritize anchoring
furniture over TVsor they may not be aware that they need to anchor their TVs to prevent
tip-over.

Campaign Assessment (Q31)

A little over 10percent of respondents indicated awareness of th&nchor It'campaign,
although only about onehird of them reported having seen or heard about it in the last
months. With such a small subsample recalling recent exposure to thachor It'campaign
(a total of 28 respondents), the reliability of the campaign assement data is limited,
although the findings are encouraging. Thegfourths of these respondents agreedor
strongly agreed that the advertisements they saw not only grabbed their attention, bigo
made anchoring seem like a smart option for them. This@mising finding showcases that
respondents whohave come acrossAnchor It'advertisements had positive reactions and
concluded that anchoring is a smart option for them.

Half of the respondents who have seen aAnchor It'ladvertisement indicated that they
learned something new or different from the adand a majority agreedor strongly agreed
that it made them want to find out more about anchoring furniture. A combination of these
findings shows the potential that those who are seeingnchor It'campaign nmaterials are
starting to think about anchoring if they previously had not.

Beliefs about Benefits and Barriers (Q9, Q10,Q11, Q12)

The survey assessed respondentsd agreement
benefits of and motivations foranchoring as well as barriers to anchoring. More than half of
respondents reported that they anchor their furniture and/or TVs to protect their children

and to ensure peace of mindwith the most important reasorbeing protecton of children.
Together, boh of these positive findings highlight that safety of children is of utmost
importance to parents andcaregivers

More than onefourth of respondents whohad not anchored reported that they do not think
they need to anchor and that they can watch their ddren instead to prevent tipover. Some
respondents seem to believe that anchoring furniture is irrelevant to them or unnecessary
because they take proactive actionse(g., watching children, not purchasing tall furniture or
heavy TVs) to prevent tipver. These findings show that the underlying reasons for

Wi

respondentsdé | ack of anchor i-ovgrisdikelyto dapaereto t h at

their children or that they personally have another way to prevent{per within the home
(e.g., watch the child).
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SelfEfficacy

Nearly threefourths of all respondents reported that they could probably or definitely
complete all actions related to anchoring. However, respondents whad not anchored at alll
reported a lower sekefficacy (i.e., confidence ingoing out and buyng the correct anchor and
tools to secure their furnitureand/or TVs)or all anchoring actions, which may be contributing
to their lack of action. Increasing seléfficacy among respondents who are not as confident
in anchaing may reduce barriers to anchoring and increase anchoring behavior overall.

Behaviorallntentions

For future behavioral intentions related to anchoringnore than onefourth of respondents
reported that they would probablyot or definitely not compleé the actions. However, just
under half of respondents reported that they would probably or definitely consider talking to
a friend or family member about anchoring. This finding demonstrates that parents and
caregiversmay feel more comfortable speakingat familiar and trusted people who have
experience raising childremefore taking anchoring action. Therefore, encouraging caregivers
to talk to each other about anchoring could be a potentially effective messaging approach.

48



Chapter4: Return on InvestmentAnalysis

Methodology

Thereturn on investment RO) analysis used yearly tigver injuries as the dependent
variableandusedthe (logof)the US.popul ati on (as obtained from
American Community Survey) for eachaeof data as an exposure factqrto result in the

unconditional rate of tipover injuriesin the American population for each yeadndependent

variables were sequence of years over time and techor Itlcampaign spending for each

year. In this case, tle sequence of years began with (as the earliest year observed in the

data, and counted up from that base year.

This analysis evaluatedhe coefficient associated withAnchor It'campaign spending for
each year on the rate of tippver injuries. One key component of interpretation of this effect
Is that itreflects the impact of spend as separated from the estimated downwarttending
trajectory of injures over time. This downward trend serves as a proxy for the reduction in
exposute to CRT TV#hat is naturally occurring over timggiven that they are no longer sold
in the retail market. Thus, this coefficienteflects the association between spending on tip
over injury rate.

Findings and Implications

The findings from theROI discssed in detail in Appendixl highlight that (a) the Anchor It!
campaign appearsto reduce the amount of Vtip-over injuries and (b) that more
expenditure results in fewer injuries overall.

A key result from the ROI analysis is what is known as timeidence rate ratia This estimate
is a statisticthat reflects the extent to which changes in a predictive factdike expenditure
on the Anchor It!Campaign affect an outcome factor such asTV tip-overinjuries. As the
name implies, the incidence rate ratio will describe the change in the incidence. The
ancidencedi s d e f tharatdor mrsge a¥ occurrence or influence of something,
especially of something unwanted!> As applied toT Vtip-overs, this is the rate of injuriesin
the United States population (all ages). The model described in the appendix shows that
incidence rate of tipover injuries decrease owing to increases in spend. Specifically, the
model estimates that for every incrase in $100,000 of expenditure, the rate of tipover
injuries reduces by ~2percent

15 Obtained from dictionary.com.
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To add more context to the incidence rate ratio, predicted effects Ahchor Itlcampaign
expenditureare plotted below in Figured.1 for the first year of the campaign2015.

Figure 4.1. Expenditure and Injuries

Anchor It! Expenditure and Injuries: 2015
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Figure 4.1 depicts expected numbers of injuries in 201,%t different levels ofAnchor It!
expenditure. At the far left, the expected number of injuries total in the United States if there
were no expenditure a the Anchor It'campaign would be nearly 8,400 injuries. To see how
the incidence rate plays into this computation, the model predicts that an increase of
$100,000 in expenditure reduces the number of injuries to nearly 8,200, or about 2
percentlé Similardy, increasing spending by $200,000 results in nearly 8,100 injuries, or a 2
percentsquared, or 4percent decreasel’

The effect of expenditure does show an apparent effect of t#erchor It'campaign on

injuries, but it is critical to put this effect io context. Because CRT TVs are no longer on the
retail market, exposure to them has been declining, whichlikely one potential reasorfor

the declines in the number of TV thaver injuries observed since 2010. An attempt to
separate out indieTVdpowrtiniurieadwing tdreduded exposure from

16 8,200 / 8,400 is approximately 98% or a 2% decrease.
178,100 / 8,400 is approximately 96% or a 22% or 4% decrease.
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CRT TVs from the effect of expenditure is featuredAppendix] A onatur al 6 decl i
was estimated using the data. Figure 4.2 below, depicts the et beginning in 2009

assuming an expenditure level of $0This modelof TV tipover injuriesis based on a Poisson

regression, is logarithmic in functional form, anthe effect is expected to taper off over time

(i.e., reach an asymptoterather than gotowards zerq.

Figure 4.2. Assumption of No Campaign

Injuries per Year Assuming No Anchor It! Campaign
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The trend outlined in Figure 4.2 is intended to show the predicted trajectory in T\idyer

injuries that would be expected if there was nAnchor It'c a mpai gn. Cl earl y, th
rate of reductions is substantial over time. However, expenditure did have an apparent

effect on top of the oOonatural é reduction eff e,
more swiftly than utiorsalaneat ur al 6 rate of red

Although the results of this analysis are not statistically significant, they are promising.
Findings highlight that campaign spend over the laStyears appears to have positively
impacted the number of tipover-related injuries and deatls. Although the reduction in tip
over injuries cannot be attributedsolelyto the campaign (due to limited data, as well as
other potential external factorssuch as reduction in CRT TV sales), these findings do
underscore that the implementation of the camaign has likely been beneficial.
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Limitations

The most commonly reported criterion for the usefulness of a statistical effect is its
statistical significance. By this standard, the effect gknchor Itlexpenditure was not
ouseful . 6 St aceisstranglycatiecteddy tigemunmber of absecvations available
in an analysis. Only 10 observations/years of data were available for the analysis.(
200902018), which is a powerful constraint on both the likelihood of inferring a statistically
significant effect, as well as the number of covariates that can be included in the model. It is
important to note that despite the norsignificant effect, other metrics less sensitive to
sample size showed that expenditure is improved fit to the datage Appendix).

As noted, esti mates were cal cuoveaibjeigsas or t he 0
separated from expendituregiven the data {.e., as a proxy effectsee Apperdix ). A better
estimate for the onatural é reduction effect w
CRT TVsthat are in use in the United States for each year from 20@918. Obtaining a

yearly number of iruse CRT TVs in the United States woyddrmit a more accurate estimate

of the onatural 6 effect we have approxi mated

A final limitation for this analysis is the frequency of the available data. Expanding the
results subyearly to characterize the effect of TV tigver injuries by month, for instance,
would permit the estimation of standard time series resulisuch as autocorrelation or

moving average statistics, and would allow for estimating lagged effects of expenditure over
time. These kinds of results would permit a nme nuanced characterization of how long

spend takes toaffect TVtip-over injuries and more precise estimates of the magnitude of

the effect broadly.

Recommendations

To assess the ROI of the campaignore effectivelyin the future, it would be beneficial to
implement a monthly tipover reporting system that tracks injuries and deaths as a result of
tip-over. As mentioned, only yearly data were available, which limited the ability to assess
major trends. Additionally,a complement monthly tipover data, monthly spend and
impression data would also be beneficial to track. It is important to have both variables
being tracked in the same intervals, to ensure an adequate comparison. Finally, tracking
data points for CRT TMsould be beneficial in assessingvhat effect CRT TV use had on tip
over data. With only one data point (when the TVs stopped being manufactured), itis hard to
understand the full relationship among the variables.
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Chapter 5. Communication Plan and
Strategy

Introduction

FM@& svaluationrevealedmany salient insights into how consumers process and recognize
information related to the Anchor Itlcampaign, as well as the harms associated with
furniture and TV tipover. From these evaluation findings FMGdevelopedspecific strategic
communication recommendations that may bolstethe effectiveness of the campaign and
more efficiently leverage campaign funding in areas and activities that seem to affect target
audiencesthe most. Below, we reiterate key finghgs from the evaluation about consumer
awareness, recognition, and behavior change as a result of tAachor It'campaign, dong
withf i ndi ngs assessing consumer sd HoutBWwahdéod g e, at
furniture tip-over and anchoring. For &h of these findings, we have proposed a specific
highdevel communication recommendation for th€ PSG@ sonsideration to meet the goal of
targeting and educating parents andaregiversabout the importance of anchoring.

Additionally, looking at all the evaluation findings in aggregate, FMG has also proposed more
strategic recommendations related to the overarching direction of thenchor It'campaign.
These recommendations address both gaps and opportunitisacoveredby the overall
evaluation.

Communicatiors Recommendations Directed b§valuationFindings

Finding:More than onefourth of respondents reported anchoring their furniture and
TVs. Among respondents who do not anchor both their furniture and TVs, but anchc
one of them, a higher percentage of respondents anchor theurhiture (21%)
compared to respondents who only anchor their $Y13%). On the other hand, just
over onefourth of the sample reported not anchoring at all.

RecommendationThese findings signal the need to increase awarenes$ anchoring
among parentsand caregiversto growthe overall population of individuals who
choose to anchor furniture. In addition, a significantly higher percentage of
homeowners reported anchoring botfurniture and TVscompared to renters. This
finding adds to the need to focugducation efforts specifically orparents and
caregiverswho renttheir home to prevent tipover.
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Finding:As hypothesized, a higher proportion of respondents wheported that they
have been exposed to anchoring information also reported having anchored their
furniture or boththeir furniture and T\$, than those who have not been exposed to
anchoring information Conversely, a larger proportion of respondents who had not
been exposa to anchoring informationreported that they had neither anchored
their T\&, nor their furniture.

RecommendationThis collection of findingsuggests that exposure to tipover
information could increase knowledge about the dangers of not anchoring,iainin
turn, leads parents andcaregivers to take action by anchoring their furniture and/or
TVs.Therefore,increasingparentsandcaregiverd | i kel i hood -over
information, through any means, could meaningfully increase the frequencytbé
target popul ationds anchoring behavio

Finding:Nearly twethirds of the respondents reported being aware of CP®&fore

this survey although just over 10percentreported beingaware of theAnchor It!
campaign. In addition, a larger proportioof those who are aware of CPSC and the
Anchor It'campaign reported anchoringcompared to thosewho were not aware,
indicating apotential positive relationship between awareness of CPS&dchor It!

and desired anchoring behavior. However, thewaluationcannot determine the
causal direction of that relationship. More specifically, respondents who are aware (
CPSC and thénchor It'campaign had a higheincidenceof anchoring furniture than
anchoring TVs.

RecommendationThis particular findingndicates that respondents may prioritize
anchoring furniture over TV,or that they may not be aware that they need to anchor
their TVsto prevent tippver. We recommend specifically addressing these findings tc
develop futureAnchor It'campaign materiat, bydeveloping messaging about T\s
correct this lack of awareness among consumers.
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Finding:A little more than10 percent of respondents indicated awareness of the
Anchor It'Campaign, although only about onthird of them reported having seen or
heard about it in the last6 months. Threefourths of respondents agreedor strongly
agreed that the advertisements they saw not only grabbed their attention, kalso
made anchoring seem like a smart option for them. This promising finding
showcases that respondents who had come acrogscha It! advertisements had
positive reactions and concluded that anchoring isomething they see themselves
doing. Half of the respondents who have seen afinchor Itladvertisement
indicated that they learned something new or different from the adnd a majprity
agreedor strongly agreed thathe adsmade them want to find out more about
anchoring furniture.These findings showhe potential that those who are seeing
Anchor It'campaign materials are starting to think about anchoring if they
previously had mot.

Recommendation\We recommend working to ensure that thA&nchor Itlcampaign
messages andmnaterials areexposed to an even greater audienc® continue to
impact parents andcaregiver®d anchor i ng behavimakng.
more CPSGubject matter experts available to the media to spreadvaluation
driven guidelines andecommendations to the publicyhile simultaneously
increasing the presence of CPSC.

FindingF MG&sr vey assessed respondentsd a
about potential benefits of and motivations for anchoringrad their beliefsabout
barriers to anchoring. More than half of respondents reported that they anchor theil
furniture and/or TVs to protect their children and to ensure peace of mind, with the
most important reason being protection of children. Together, these positivedings
highlightthatc h i | d r e s 0fshe wnao$t enportance to parents and
caregivers

RecommendationEducational messaging should emphasize the benebt
protecting children to ensure peace of minavhile encouragingparents and
caregivers to learn more and take action.
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Finding:Nearly threefourths of all respondents reported that they could probably or
definitely complete all actions related to anchoring. However, respondents who do nc
anchor at all reporteda lower seltefficacy (.e., confidence intheir own abilityto goout
and buythe correct anchor and tools to secure their furniture/TVs) for all anchoring
actions, which may be contributing to their lack of action. Increasing sefficacy
among respondets who are not as confidenabout anchoring may reduce barriers to
anchoring and increase anchoring behavior overall.

RecommendationMessaging and resources shoulprovide specific guidance and
instructionsthat speak to this audience segment who repcet low selfefficacy,
includingdemonstratons of how easy it is to anchor andtep-by-step instructions on
how to repair a wall once an anchor is remove&MG recommends testing current
directional videos and instructions with consumers to ensure that cenmers
understand and know how to take action after watching or reading.

Finding/AsFMGhy pot hesi zed, r es pon dsasoeptbildy agr
statements positively correlated with all behavioral intentions, indicating that tqver-
risk awareness is an important component in driving behavior. In addition,
respondent sd agreement with the ideas
you watch your childand that tip-over only occurs when children are climbing on
furniture negatively correlated with behavioral intentions.

RecommendationAddressing and changing these misconceptiotisrough messages
and materialscould meaningfullychangenonranchor i ng r esponde
intentions.
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Strategic Recommendations fathe Anchor It!/Campaign

FMGoffers the followingstrategiccommunicationsplanning recommendations including
strategies andexampletactics. These recommendations withelp inform theoverall

direction and future growth of theAnchor It'campaign and address major gaps and
opportunitiesfor targeting parents and caregivers of young children about the importance of
anchoring.

Strategy:Transition from Awareness Messaging to Attitudinal Targeting

FMGG6s eval Wachor ltcampaifnretealerlinsights into the knowledge, attitudes,

and awareness of C(p®enté andcaragiverseftyouagchildres.mMe e

recommend a traasition from the moregeneral awareness messaging featured in many of

the campai gnds exi st i rnagetimpapmoadhiianéesng comsuneens at t it
where they are Additionally, based n  F Mv@laationfindings,we recommendspeaking

to the current beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors of specific segments of consumers.

Tactics:
1. Use tailoredmessagingbased on audience attitudedo targetkey audience segments.

I. Drawing from the audience insights the campaign evaluation, we propose that
Anchor It'campaign messaging be tailored to address key attitudes of specific
audience segments. For examplds MG & s e vfeuhduhattparents are more
likely to report anchoring both furniture and TVs or just T\&)d caregiversare more
likely to report anchoring only furniture. Furthenore, a higher percentage of
caregiversreported not anchoring at all. We can conclude, then, thaaregiversare
most likelynot aware of theimportance of anchoring TV,sand of anchoring in
general, compared to parens, making a case fordeveloping messages aimed at
caregivers tailoring the messageto persuade them to anchor TVand furniture. For
another examplethree-fourths of survey respondentseported they hadanchored
furniture and/or TVs &nd more than onefourth had done both). Respondents
reported that protecting children anccreatingpeace of mind were the main reasons
for deciding to anchor. We recommenthat CPSQlevelop a suite of campaign
materials across ther website Facebook, Twitterand Instagram accounts featuring
messaging appeals that speak specifically to the preeminent motivatiparents and
caregiversreported for anchoring: keeping children safe. Messaging should clearly
feature the correlation between the behavior of anchorgifurnitureand/or TVs and
this strong motivation amongparents andcaregivers to keep theichildrens a f e . 0Get
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on Top of it Before They Abohagrlfcampaigrnriso mi nent
reflected in an arrayof CPSC materials acrossariousplatforms. It is alsocurrently

featured in a lightbox on theAnchor It'website andis veryclear about the risk of tip

over that can result from not anchorindurniture and/or TVs However, messages

paired withcalls to action CTA, emphasizing that anchorings an actionparents and
caregivers can take to protect childrenwould promote higher levels of engagement

with those Anchor It'campaign materials

2. Test,reviseandp omot e CPSC&6s OHow t o Youlobsamdonthe 6 vi de
Anchor It' website on CPSCo6s Facebook, Twitter, and | ns

I. The evaluatiorfound that the seltefficacy of those who hadot anchoredfurniture
and/or TVswas lower than those who had. We recommend th@PSC prioritize the
promotion of existing educational materi al
of content thatwould address the lack of confidence these consumers have about
their ability to anchorWe propose first testing the materials via focus groups to
obtain audience feedback and insight. By understanding how consumers process the
information included in the materialsjn addition to garnering their perceptions and
opinions on the material, we can assess whether it is necessary to refine or enhance
the materials. Should the materials need updating, we would first make any
necessary editsand then promote thematerials more widely.Leveraging our

findings from testing theexisting materialswe would alsorecommend thatCPSC
create future campaign materials that speak directly to this audience segmetiat
reports that theydo not anchor at all This would encouragdehavior change through
attempts to shift these consumergoward believing in their own capacity to anchor
T\ andfurniture successfully These materialshould feature appeals that empower
parents orcaregivers whdeel low selfefficacy with comprehensivehowtoo
demonstrations These demonstrations coulavalk them through the tools required

for anchoring, the stages of anchoring B\and/or furniture to a wall,methods for
remowving an anchor, and repaimga wall once an anchor is removed.

Strategy:Make CTA More Specific

Behavior change occurs most readily when messaging is as diraotd specificas possible.

CTA should also clearly articulate the requested actiare(, what are we asking people to

do?) We recommend that theAnchor It'campaign develops alfuture messagng around

explicit and prominently featuredCTAs This strategy wilincreaset he chances that (
i ntended audience wi |l engage with the campai
At present, manyAnchor It'materials contain either an implicitCTAor none at all, and the
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CTAs that are featured are often not displayed as conspicuously as they could be to increase
user engagement.

Tactics:
1. Ensure all futureAnchor It'materials contain a specific, behaviorabased CTA.

I. We also recommendnaking CTAs as direct as possibknd ensure thatCTA

buttons are positioned onscreen to make it as easy as possible for users to click

them. For example, CPSC could make the CTA in the descriptiothcf videoon

YouTube, 0 Sh an e\ difectm® CTA in the descripfion feeld for this
contentcouldreado To | earn how t o ancklickhery dur TVs a
linking viewers to the howo instructions page of theAnchor It'website. This could

encourage viewers to feel moved enough to learn how to anchor TVs and/or furniture
themselves. CPSC has another opportunity to include specifCTAs in YouTube

videos: creating end screens for alAnchor It!'videos that use specific CTAgiving

viewers more opportunities to engage with linked content.

2. Build from specific audience segments and behaviors to develop CTésfuture Anchor
It campaign content

I . FevERat®nfound that respondents may prioritize anchoring furniture over

TVs or that they may not be aware that they need to anchor their TVs to prevent tip

over. We recommend that thénchor It'campaign createscontent thatincludes

CTAs targeting evaluation insightsuch as avideo that addresses this gap in

consumer s knowl ed g.€PSCcauld thepeomatelthsvidea g T Vs
acrossits digitalp | at f or ms wi th an engaging CTA butt
i mportant to anchor TVs? Learn why!o

Strategy: Employ estimonials

Shairing true-ife stories fromparents andcaregiversabout their real experiences with tip

over and anchoring TVs and furniture would be an effective way to extend #echor It!
campaig n 0 s . Withpust inder half of survey respondents reparig that they would
probably or definitely consider talking to a friend or family member about anchoring, parents
and caregivers may feel a higher level of trust and comfort hearing from otherrpats and
caregivers who, like them, are doing the best they can to take care of small children.

Tactics:

1. Promote existingAnchor Itltestimonial content widely.
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t--ZAu9WO_w&feature=emb_title
https://www.anchorit.gov/how-to-anchor-it/parents-and-caregivers/

i . We recommend CPSC promotes existing tes
Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram accounts, such as thigFurniture Tipover

Tragedie® vi deo f e Anchorltevdbsite and YoaTeibe accounGuide

users to click testimonial video links like this onewith succinct messaging in each

social media post that uses pathoso underscore the intended effect of these

testimonials. This pathway convinces people that these accidents can happento

them too.

2. Create new social media and web content that addresss FMG&s f i nding abou
risk perception among people without personal tipver experience.

I. Evaluation findings highlighted that those whbad personal experiences with tip

over, or who know someone who has experienced tqver, were morelikely to

perceive risks associated with tigpver, and thus, bemore likely to anchorTVs and/or

furniture. To address thechallengeof getting people to understand the severity of tip

over risks before having personal experiencege recommend creatingnaterials

containing messaging that explicitly addresses this attitude, such as a video

testimonial tittedf 601 Thought it Cg@ulodn ®tDohhadg p aMa itto Uwe
Late. o

Strategy:Leverage Partnerships

We recommend that CPSC pursue a widemge of partnerships as a way to augment the

reach of theAnchor It'Campaign, without requiring a high level of effort or investmeniMore

than onethird of surveyrespondentshad previouslyresearched how to anchor (mainly

online, but not usinggovernment websites) More thana quarterof respondents reported

that seeing anadvertisement,news story or PSA was what made therseek information

about anchoring TVs and/or furniture. Collaborating with industry, government, and

consumer stakehol ders would be a valuable way
of tip-over.

Tactics:

1. Use CPSCO0s soci al meanthgfurelatibnshipsvethexsstingand dev el o
potential partners.

i. Form mutuallybeneficial partnerships withother stakeholders who want to
decrease deaths and injuries due to TV and/or furniture tipver. This could be
accomplishedby interacting publidy and privatelywith targeted partnerson social
media (.9, retweeting others' content, asking them to retweet or sharknchor It!
content, tagging a partner in a post, cauthoring a thoughtleadership pieceon
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CPSCO0 s ,waretomotingaand/or participating inrelevant Twitter

chats). Partnering with other governmentagencies, businessesgconsumers, and

trade associationsacross social media platformsould produce huge gains in digital
promotionof the Anchor Itlcampaign Specifically, IKEA could be a particularly
effective industry partner to begin connec-
given the high amount of media attention and public interesh furniture tip-over

lawsuits regardingKEAproducts in recent yars. Adeepenedpartnership between

CPSC and IKEAocusing on theAnchor It'Campaign, could yield numerous mutually

beneficial results and go a long way toward the goal of this campaign: reducing tip

over deaths and accidents among young children.

2. Partner with organizations that caregivers already trust to amplify campaign reach.

I. Results from the evaluation illustrate thapartnering with organizations that

parents andcaregiversalready listen to and trustollowroutinely, would be a useful

strategy for getting theAnchor It'message out to more peopleEFMG recommends

CPSC take advantage of this leeost approach toincrease parentsandc ar egi ver s 0
likelihood of encountering tipover information Our evaluatiorhighlightsthat
encounteringtip-over informationthrough any meanscould meaningfully increase

the frequency of the tar geQrgapzatpnstotatgetond s a
for partnership opportunities could include popular parenting podcasts, mommy

blogs, state education deprtments, childcare provider associations and licensing

boards, health insurers, pediatricrade associations, publications for expecting

parents, state public health departmentsand state child protective agencies. CPSC

could develop tool kits of commurgations materials to tightly targeted messaging,

such as OAnchoring 1016 or OHow PandAnchor
disseminatethe materialsto partner organizationsA specific example of this tactic

could entail building a relationship withthe American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP)

which boasts a membership of 67,000 pediatricians across therited States. Such

a partnership could create mutually beneficial opportunities, such ad2SC sharing

Anchor It'brochures targeted to parents of young childremn turn, AAPcould cover

the printing and distribution costs ©disseminatng a brochure to its member

pediatricians dffices.

Strategy:AmplifyCampaign Reach M ExistingChannels

FMG&s eval ua tahigher proportiom of sutvéyaespondents who have been
exposed to anchoring information also reported having anchored their furnituretaving
anchoredboth furniture and T\8. Conversely, a larger proportion of respoedts who had
not been exposed to anchoring information reported that they had neither anchored their
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T\5, nor their furniture. These findings further support the hypothesis that exposure to tip

over information could increase knowledge about the dangers bt anchoring, which in

turn, leads parents andcaregivers to take action by anchang their furniture and/or TVs.We
recommend that CPSC use its existing digital channels to promote ma@uechor It!content,
thus i ncreasi ng c o nroseunfoematsod anedriying gositiveebehtavaor t |1 p
change.

Tactics:

1. Capitalize on the media attention and high
and Facebook accounts.

i. Increase the frequency oAnchor It'p o st s o TwittePagcOuhtiocapitalize

on CPSC0s | arge f ol .Potwliketigs ooehugdlylnersagethe ha nn el
number of consumers who are exposed t&nchor It'messaging, thus increasing the
likelihood that parentsandc ar egi ver s who areno6t currentl.y
aware of tipover risks connect with this vital information.

2. FeatureAnchor Itmor e prominently on CPSCO0s website.

I. There are many opportunities to boost engagement with imgant Anchor It!

messagesbyg i vi ng t he campaign more val.taabl e r e:
example, CPSC could run a lightbox during a relevant upcoming safety observance

week containing a specific CTA outlining a specific way they want users tgage

with linked Anchor It!materials. CPSC could also link to th&nchor It!site and/or

soci al medi a channel s i n t hkethigsogeencyds r el e
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Chapter 6. Future Research

Enhancing Audience Understanding

Survey results highlight that different subpopulation®(g., parents vs. caregivers, those who
have experienced tipover vs. those who have not, homeowners vs. renters, those who anchor
furniture and TVs vs. those who do not) have varying degrees of knowledge, awareness, and
behaviors associated with anchoring funiture. Understanding how to target and appeal to
these various subpopulations with tailored, nuanced messaging strategies is important for
campaign success. Conducting a folleup study that involves focus groups with various
segments will provide insighinto the best wayto communicate with them. Additionally, focus
groups will allow more irdepth discussion about why individuals might have particular beliefs
about certain topics (including where and how they are developing misperceptions). Findings
from focus groups can help inform future messaging development and strategy.

Expanding Current Research: Evaluating the Spanish Materials of tAachor It!
Campaign

Although the current research effort primarily sought to evaluate the English components of
the Anchor It'campaign and its associated materials, it is also important to ensure that the
campaign is reaching all audiences. Although a small subsection of survey respondents
reported speaking Spanish, the survey was primarily focused on English speakés such, it
would be beneficial to conduct future research among Spanish speakers, iass essential to
ensure these materials are resonating witlthis audience It is recommended that another
evaluation be conducted of Spanish materials to assess theeffectiveness. This evaluation
would closely mimic the evaluation we are conducting for the English version of frechor It!
campaign, but with an emphasis on culturasensitivity. The evaluation would include a
communications audit of existing materibs, a survey with the population of interest, and a
communications strategy and plan that will provide recommendations for effectively
disseminating the campaign to Spaniskpeaking audiences.

Further Understanding CPSC Awareness: Conducting AdditionaV®y Assessment

Per survey findings, although consumer knowledge of CPSC is higher than knowledge of the
campaign, overall awareness is still relatively lows such, it is important to ensure that the
information CPSC disseminates to the publicis beingceived and attended to by consumers,
particularly information aboutproduct recalls, warning labels, and other pertinent product
safety information. To assess overall knowledge and awareness of CPSC, we recommend
conducting a national surveywhich willallow for obtaining a broad range of perspectives and
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opinions on CPSC and their objectives. This survey would seek to investigate constysatsh

as what consumers know about CPSC and the topic are@®SCcovers; how consumers
obtain information from CPSE; and overall perceptions of CPSC. Findings from this survey can
help inform CPSCof knowledge gaps and help provide insight into improving agency
awareness and information dissemination in the future.

Applying Strategies from Evaluation: Evaluating tH®ol SafelyCampaign
Methodology implemented to evaluate thé\nchor It!campaign can be easily translated to
other important CPSC topic areasWith drowning identified as the leading cause of
unintentional death in children ages 94, it is imperative to ersure that these efforts to reduce
incidences are effective. Evaluations are an important tool in measuring campaign success.
Byconducting an evaluation of thd?ool SafelyCampaignwaysin which the campaign can be
strengthened and executedcan be identifed. Recommended steps include aluating
consumer recognition of the campaign, consumer comprehension of risks, and consumer
behavior and attitude change as a result of exposure to the campaidy first conductinga
communications audit of existing campaign materiaJsthe current state of campaign
communication tools, methods, and practices can be understoobetter. Additionally,
following the methodology of this evaluation, it would be beneficial to condkety stakeholder
interviews (with CPSC personnel and campaign partners) to understand perspectives of the
campaign, strategies, marketing tacticsand challenges and opportunitiesBecausepartners
play a pivotal role in disseminatigthe campaign, understandingheir viewpoints (particularly
challenges and barriers) will be an important component of these stakeholder interviews.
Similarly, the next step would bce onducting a survey to assess
attitudes, awareness, and behaviors associatedith pool safety and the campaignFinally,
conducting areturn on investment (RO) analysiswill help identify, track, and evaluate key
performance indicators,and ultimately assist CPSC in making informed marketing and
outreach decisions. Upon completig all phases of this project, a communications plan and
strategy would also be developedfor the Pool Safely campaign, which wuld include
recommendations for future outreach.
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Appendices

Appendix ACPSC Stakeholder Discussion Guide

Research Objedve: Conduct interviews with CPSC stakeholders to understand staff

member sé6 knowledge of and perspectives on

the OAnchor I t! 6 campaign. These intervi
and bdiefs (KAB) associated with the campaign (Section KABsassociated with

communication channels and methods employed to reach prospective partners and target

audiences (Section I11), and look into the future of the campaign (Section Wtal
discussion time 30 minutes

This discussion guide is not a scripand therefore it will not be read verbatim. The
moderator will use these questions as a roadmap and prop&s needed to maintain the
natural flow of conversation.

Interviewer instructions and review notes are highlighted in yellow.

Session Overview:

Section I: Introduction and Warrup (4 min)

The Interviewer will explain the purpose of the research, present the ground rules, allow
the participantto ask anyguestions, and get to know the participant.

Section II: KAB Associated with the Campaign (8 min)

The purpose of this section is to understand the current knowledge, attitudes, and belie]
that CPSC stakeholders have regarding the Anchor@dmpaign

Section IIIKABs Associated with Campaign Communication £min)

The purpose of this section is to understand the knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs that
CPSC stakeholders have regarding modes of communication within the campaign.
Section IV: Futuref the Campaign (58 min)

The purpose of this section is to assess how participants perceive the future direction of
the campaign, including research strategies and communication methods.

Section V: Conclusion (2 min)

The interviewer wraps up discussioand ensures that all questions have been answered
and all comments have been heard.
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Section I: Introduction and Warm U8 minutes)
(Interviewer introduces self and reviews ground rules with the participant)

1 Thank you for meeting with me today. Myame is , and | work for Fors Marsh

Group. We are a private research firm, and
conduct stakeholder interviews.
T The purpose of our discussion iIis to | earn

It campaign, as well agour perceptions of its messaging and communication
strategies. Ultimately, our goal is to use stakeholder input to assist in a larger
communication audit of the Anchor It! campaign.

Before we begin, | want to go over a couple of things:

1 Your participaton is voluntary and you have the right to withdraw from the study at
any time. If | ask any questions you do not wish to answer, you do not have to
respond.

1 There are no wrong answers hefiave just want to know what you think. | do not work
for CPSC or angther governmental agencyso | invite you to sharepenlyyour
thoughts and perceptions with me.

T I'f itds ok wi t kecordoourconver8ation.Thekesordings widl enly beo
used to confirm our notes and allow us to revisit this conversati. Additional project
staff may hear the tapes at a later date. However, your name and personal
information will be removed from any quotes and will not be used in any of our
reports. May | start recording now?

91 Our discussion today should take around 30 mutes.

1 Do you have any questions before we begin?

Okay, great! Why dondt we start with you tel/l

1 What is your current position or affiliation with the Consumer Product Safety
Commission? How did you get involved?
91 (If notcovered in answer to first questions)Can you tell me a little bit about your
relationship with the campaign? What role have you playadthe campaign?
Thank you. I 6 m pahod apprecthte yoor partieigation'y o u
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Section II: KAB Associated with the Campai(fd8 minutes)

We 6 | | start off talking about your knowl edge
go into more specifics regarding modes of communication of campaign materials, as well as
the future directions of the campaign.

1. In your own words, could you describe the goal of the campaign?
2. What idare the behavior(s) or issue(s) that the campaign is trying to change?

3. (If does not state in response to goalyWhat is the longterm outcome that this
campaign is seeking to achieve?

4. Since the campaign launch, what activities or efforts do you think have been the
most effective toward reaching this goal?
a. Why?
(Probe on specific efforts they mentioned}Vhat about (x) was effective?
b. What activities or effortsdo you think have been the least effective?
I. Why? What about them was ineffective?

5. Are there any marketing strategies or tact
worked on that you have not implemented in this campaign, but that have been
successful?In other words, what past successes have you had on other campaigns?

6. Are there campaign partners or partnershipsthat have been effective toward
reaching the goal?
a. Which ones and why?
b. Have any been not as effective? What is less effective about these?

7. What do you think are the major challenges or barriersthat CPSC faces in
implementing the campaign?
a. Why?

8. Who is the campaigntargeting?
a. How would you describe the target audience or audiences of the campaign?
b. Why are these the target audiences?
c. Isthereany audience that the campaign is not targeting that you think it
should target?
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9. Do you perceive there to be any competitors in the topic area of this campaign?
a. If so, who?

10.Has the campaign itself changed over time?
a. If yes, how has it changed?
b. If no, should it be evolving? How so? What do you think should be different?

11.Do you think consumer perception of the campaign has changed over time?
a. How so?

12.What are the barriers for consumers in recognizing or being familiar with the
campaign?
a. Why?
b. (If not answvered in previous responseyWhat about in implementing the
campaign objectivessuch as anchoring furniture)?

Great! Thank you for openly sharing your insights and experiences.
Section lll: KAB Associated with Campaign Communicatid®d8 minutes)

Now, | would like to dive into some specifics about how the campaign was developed. First
we o | | di scuss materi al s an dtalcabonmcampaignat i on
messaging.

1. As far as you know, what audience research was conducted prior to campaign
launch?
(If participant has been directly involved in the campaign since the launcWere
messages or materials preéested?
a. If yes, how so? With what audiences?

2. (If participant has been directly involved in the campaign since the launcthjow
have you ypically decided what communication materials to develop for this
campaign?
a. Have you been involved in this developmerdr do you know people who have
been involved?

3. Since the launch, which campaign communication materials or products do you think
have been the most effective toward reaching the goal of the campaign?
a. Which do you think have been the least effective?
b. Are any of these materials ones you think would be particularly useful for us to
look over? If so, would you be able to send those to us?
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4. | @alw like to talk about the effectiveness of the channels used to distribute these
materials, as well as their effectiveness in reaching the target audience. How did you
(or, if not directly involved how did they decide which channels to use to distribute
these materials?

a. Which channels do you think have been most effective
I. Why? What was most effective about them?

b. Which channels do you think have been least effective?

c. Why? What was least effective about them?

5. Thinking about actual messaging now, whictampaignmessagesdo you think have
been the most effective in achieving the goal of the campaigiidterviewer may
need to give examples to define for participant what is meant by messaging

a. The least?

6. How do you think these messages resonate with tharget audience?
a. How do you think the audience digests the messages?

Section IV: Future of the Campaig(538 minutes)

Now, | would like to spend our remaining time together talking about the future of the
Anchor It! campaign.

1. Looking to the future, do gu think that the campaign should be focusing on different
target audiences?
a. If yes, why? Which audiences?
b. If no, why not?

2. What impact would conducting more research on the target audience have? Is more
research needed?
a. What about the behaviors of thearget audience?

3. Do you think that the campaign should be delivering different messages?
a. If yes, why? What messages?
b. If no, why not?

4. Do you think the campaign should be using different communication channels to
deliver these messages?
a. If yes, why? Whichltannels?
b. If no, why not?
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5. What about partnerships? Do you think the campaign should be partnering with
different types of organizations?
a. If yes, why? Which ones?
b. If not, why not?

Section V: Conclusio(2 minutes)

Thank you very much for participating in ik interview. | appreciate you sharing your time
and valuabl e feedback. |l s there anything that
the chance to share yet?
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Appendix B: $akeholderinterviewSummaryMemo

Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
Anchor It'Campaign Evaluation

Stakeholder Interviews

Summary Memo

June 18, 2018

Purpose:Fors Marsh Group (FMG) recently conducted interviews with stakeholders who have
experience working on t he Consumer Product
campaign. The purpose of these interviews was
affliat es 8 perspectives on the strategic Vvision,
well as challenges, barriers, and future opportunities. The results of this research will
accompany a larger communications audit of campaign materials. Ultimatelyet research

will inform the development of a logic model and survey instrument to further assess the

current reach and impact of the campaign, as well as provide information regarding ways to

enhance the campaign in the future. This memo outlines the methodolpgnd key themes

from the discussions

Methodology

FMG conducted a series of discussions with 18 PACstakeholders. All interviews were
conducted via phone. Given the range of roles among the stakeholders interviewed, not all
guestions applied to evertakeholder. Interviews lasted approximately 30 minutes and were
fielded from June 4, 2018 to June 7, 2018.

Name Position Title
Carla Coolman Public Affairs Specialist, Spanish Liaison
Scott Wolfson Former Director, Office of Communications
Patty Davis Deputy Director, Office of Communications
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Arthur Lee Electrical Engineer

Carol Cave Deputy Director, Compliance

Ann Marie Buerkle Acting Chairman, CPSC

Elliot Kaye Commissioner, CPSC

Kim Dulic Former Public Affairs Specialist, Anchor It Campaign Leag
Michael Taylor Mechanical Engineer

Hope Nesteruk General Engineer, CPSC

Robert Adler Commissioner, CPSC

Cathy Kim Public Affairs Specialist, Anchor It Lead

Kristen Talcott Engineering Psychologist

Taking the Next Step: Moving the Audience froftwareness to Action

During interviews, when participants were asked to identify the goal of the campaign, most
reported that it is to raise awareness and educate the public on the risks associated with
furniture tip-over. A few participants took it a stefurther, reporting that the ultimate goal of
the campaign is to prevent death and reduce injury associated with furniture-tper. They
reported that the steps to prevent death and reduce injury include anchoring furniture to the
wall. Participants were &o largely able to identify the target audience(s) of th&nchor It!
campaign, with a few slight variations. Some participants identified parents as the primary
audience, while some participants extended the description to include grandparents and
caregivers of young children. Still, a few participants reported that the mpaign targets
consumers in a more general sense. Notwithstandinlge difference in describing the primary
audience a common themein describing the targetaudience descriptions was that most
participants defined target consumers & those who have some irteraction with young
children regulaty or semi-regulary.

A primary component of this campaign, as one stakeholder pointed out, is that the campaign
actual |l y i ncealcutdecmspaent, encoarhgng the target audience to change
their behavior. However, th idea of taking action oftenwas reported by participants to bea
major barrier facing the campaign. Participants reported that, because furniture-per is a
ohi dden hazar d, dallgunaware ohtbeissue antil & is tboylgie. €onsumers,
parents in particular, have numerous priorities competing for attention during their daily lives
(e.g., other safety precautions, other daily activities, or even just trying pait food on the
table). Ultimately, furniture tipover is not something that is on the forefront of their minds.
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Additionally, as one participant pointed out, there are various kinds of anchors for various
kinds of furniture, and consumers often do not know which anchors nwit up to specific
furniture pieces. This lack of knowledge poses a challenge in convincing caregivers that they
should spend their time learning how to anchor their furniture. They lack awareness of the
issue, awareness of the campaign, and awareness of S in general.

f oltds hard to get parents to actually realize
you can do about it. Parents and caregivers kind of turn off that this can happen, turn off the
reald ty. o

T ol think that c¢ o nwthinfoenration iathes24/7 newsrcytle and elerything
available on the internet. Iltds a challenge to
wedre doing, with this issue or recalls. Breaki

T 0oltds a hidwhenhepasdmers are out purchasing f
about the fact that these can tip over and kil

that hazard. They dondt know how to anchor thei
f 0oThe websit e nrnted fodthe avemgeycondumer. dlrioeemore we can make them
aware this campaign exists, the more effective

Additionally, several participants reported that consumers most affected by this issue often
have transient housing situations: renting hases or moving often. They might not want to

commit to placing furniturein a particular spot in the house if they have just moved in and are
still deciding how to decorate, or they might not want to ruin the walls of houses they do not
own, particularlyf they do not know how to fix the wall once they remove the anchor. In the

future, consumers could potentially benefit from information regarding how they can
efficiently fix their walls after taking the anchors out.

T 0Thereds the ti me gcthancanidanmgerthe wall srduméured a mental

barrier i f youdre moving around a | ot, in a t
furniture before finalizing the room |l ayout, ca
incertainsurfac es | i ke brickeé
T oIlf there are ways that consumers can | earn to

has to be repaired (like in a rental apartment® if we could come up with solutions so that it

woul dnoét destroy theywallnstal coahdahehpri Whehk
hole in the wal/l and destroying the wall when vy
you. Someti mes the cost implications of that ai

Research and Messging Perceptions: What Has Been Donand What Should Be Done

18 Quotes were obtained from notes and therefore are not transcribed verbatim.
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In general, participants who felt able to answer questions related to development of the
campaign reported little awareness of audience research or material pretesting prior to
campaign launch A few participants reported they believed there may have been focus groups
at one point in time, but were not aware of the major findings that came from them. In terms
of material development, participants commonly reported using methods that had been
successful during prior campaigns at CPSC:

f oWe went of f materials that were based on mat el

there was really a plan. o
f ol n terms of publications, soci al medi a, we do
workkd in other campaigns (press releases, bl ogs,

T o[ We] went based off of hi s tfioworked enéahing weahveet h a s
were familiar with media (interviews), encouraging media reps to show our PSAs during the
interviewandd so paid distribution. ¢

Participants who felt they could speak to campaign messaging often reported one main
message in the campaignanchoring furniture. In terms of message testing, one participant
recalled testing messages during a focus group, reporting that about half of the
parents/caregivers liked hearing messages with hard facts and numbers, but others were less
receptive to that strategy. The participant could not remember many other details associated
with this focus group orrecall other findings that came from it. Message testing or further
research into messaging may be a beneficial strategy moving forward to ensure messages
resonate with the target audiences.

Looking towards the future, several paicipants reported that they felt the campaign could
benefit from employing a more targeted outreach strategy for reaching specific audiences,
especially since the campaign receives fairly low levels of funding. Although a few participants
noted that some of the focus of the campaign must remain national in scope, they felt there
might be potential to reallocate and adjust some of their efforts to be more targeted towards
certain communities that have characteristically higher incidence rates.

f 0Shoul dooking atdifferent counties, cities, states, and targeting them in a micro way?
Thereds usually a higher incidence rate among e
minority communitieséit woul d make moreosense
approach. 6

T 0They probably should | ook at what kinds of f an

are occurring, that could possibly target more
1T ol think the campaign really needs to take a
extremely broad, parents is extremely broad. Parents in urban, rural areas, with kids younger

than5dl t hink one of the biggest challenges is th

a hook and that wedre focused. 6
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What 6s Wor ki StrgtegieEf fecti ve

Fact sheets that furniture stores and partners hand out to consumers, as well videos that

have been circulated on the agencyods websi

were the most commonly reported effective campaign activities pyarticipants. Fact sheets
are a costeffective, simple strategy that can help facilitate information dissemination to a

wide range of audiences. Videos (often referred to by participants as PSAs) are able to capture

audience attentionquicklyand focus onthe dangers of tipover. Specifically, a few participants
mentioned that thevideo showing the dresser and television falling onto a dummy does an
effective job of educating the public about the etual hazards associated with unanchored
furniture, despite the video being several years old. Additionally, there was mention of the

t e,

0 Real Momsé videos that i nclude mothers shar.i

children .0, Ch a n csterg, $ h a n gadys Although multiple participantsreported the
videos to beeffective, one particip;nt t hought that the OReal
as much traction as they could hav@never going viral or being shared across social media
platforms. This sentiment illustrates a need to enhance the ways in which materigdach as
these videos are shared.

In general, however, participants felt that social media has been an effective distribution
channel to disseminate campaign messages to target audiences. Participants reported
believing social media is effective because society has become so tiedand engrained in
social media. A few participants did comment that although consumers might see these
messages on social media, questidremain whether consumers actually know how to
anchor their furniture to the walland whether they are taking the $eps to do so. A coupl®f
participants mentioned that a potentialdy
t o6 vi de omlya féwasecontsaasd can be watched on a social media platform.
Participants likened this idea to other popularq@-existing videos of that natured.g., how to
make certain food items, how to craft certain products). A brief, straightforward, video that
could easily capture attention and only require attention for a couple of seconds could help
alleviate some of thebarriers that the campaign is currently facing regarding consumer
recognition.

Using Partners to Propel the Campaign Forward

Participants reported that they felt working to develop partnerships would refit the
campaign. Although there are already some established connectiofesg., Ikea and SafeKids
Worldwidé, participants commented on the lack of time staff members have had over the last
few years to focus on fostering these partnerships. Looking towardke future, a few
participants noted that partnership development, particularly with the American Academy of

Pediatrics, hospitals, OBGYNSs, daycare centers, and other childcare providers, are of utmost
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pCpE-KvDEvo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ngjzbqOmjT8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t--ZAu9WO_w&index=7&list=PL67637CA736631DAD

importance, because they can easily reach the targetudience in places that are already part
of a routine. Participants reiterated the importancéhat these partnerships have a helping

toenhance audience outreach, especially given

T olnfrastructure&stiwherbavbdepetwo give caregive

be what I would do. 6

T oIlf they (trade associations, medi cal conferen

consumei t s hard for us to push this campaign
pcture effort to get these other communities
T oMaybe the ability to get inside the doctords
changes that are happening to a toddler, etc. If we could get in there that could increase
exposure. o
o Wwuld need to be looking more at the state and local programs, like county health
departments, maybe hospitals when parents are having childrém lot of times you get the

baby welcome kit t hat has the formula and bl a

funi ture can tip over could be something that

Tying it all Together

The primary goal of interviewing stakeholders was to obtain background information regarding
their involvement with and knowledge of the campaign. Overafiarticipants were fairly
familiar with the overarching campaign goals and audiences that the campaign seeks to
target. Some participants had more specific insights than others; their involvement,
knowledge, and awareness were dependent on their role ihe campaign and levels of
exposure.

Throughout discussions, there were common challenges that participants reported the
campaign faces, as well as common recommendations and suggestions for the future of the
campaign. Participants reported that consumersare hard to reach because they are
inundated with information on a daily basis. Furniture tipver prevention is not something
that is usually topof-mind for them. Finding straightforward, costffective ways to get the
message out to consumers would be @eneficial tool for getting consumers to move from
awareness of the issue to actually taking action and anchoring their furniture. For example,

one participant mentiodn evd ddeooi,n ga sa issh crotmmomd w

or crafts on socialmedia currently.

Participants also often reported that target:i

developing campaign partnerships could be potentially effective strategies for future
campaign success. By targeting outreach efforts to audiencegth high incidence rates, there

Is potential to more accurately utilize campaign funding and ensure it is reaching where it is
needed the most. Additionally, participants felt that partnering with organizations that parents
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and caregivers already listerto and trust, as well as frequent routinely, would be a useful
strategy for getting the message to significant proportions of the population.

Next Steps

Understanding knowledge, awareness, and perceptions from various levels of stakeholders
helps give a vell-rounded picture of the campaign. Findings from these interviews will, as a
result, assist in a larger communications audit of th&nchor Itlcampaign and will both inform
the development of the logic model, as well as the survey instrument. Ultimatdigdings from

all of these efforts will help shape recommendations for enhancing the campaign in the future.
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AppendixC: Protocol for Cognitive Interviews

Introduction (5 minutes)

Hello. My name is , and | work at Fors Marsh Group, an independent research
firm. Thank you for taking the time to speak with me todayour feedback is very important
to us as we continue to test and finalize this survey. This survey is intendedelp the
Consumer Product Safety Commission (CP®Ualuates knowledge and understanding of
anchoring furniture and TVs in homes.

The purpose of the interview today is to make sure that the directions and questions are

clear and accurate and to checklte items we will be using as part of the survey. We want to

make sure that the wording of the questions is not confusing and the response options that

we have provided make sense. |l 611 ask that yo
feedback for eat of the questions, but your actual survey responses will not be reported to
anyone except to the staff who are designing
feedback on the content and structure of the survey.

| have a colleague who is helpingie take notes so that | can give you my full attention and

so | do not have to take too many notes myself. After this testing, | will write a report, and the
notes will help me remember our conversation. We are also making an audio recording of
our sessio today, in case | need to reference the recording while I am writing my report
Additional project staff might hear the audio recording, but the recording will be destroyed
once the report is finalized. Is it okay if | begin the audio recording now?

Since we are interested in your thoughts and reactions, | would like you to think aloud as you
are figuring out your responses to the questions. | would like you to tell me what you are
thinking while you are working on your answers. Tell me how you are camiip with your
answer to each question, or if any of the words or terms in the questions are confusing or
unclear. This is important because we want to ensure that the questions are clear to
everyone who is responding to them. Do you have any questions?

let 6s begin with a short practice exercise. I
you to think aloud while you come up with your answer. Tell me what you are thinking as you

determine your final answer. Are you ready?

How many doors are in yor home?
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[NOTEEnNsure that the participant discusses how he or she is determining his or her answer

1 For example, the participant might say that there is a front and back door, and there is
a door for the bathroom and for the bedroo
9 Then ask if there are any more, such as on a closet or laundry room.
1 Then ask if he or she would include cabinet doors and garage doors.
The point is to get the participantto think through this question and consider all possible
options.]

That was geat. That is exactly what | would like you to do as you are responding to the
questions.

Survey Instrument (20 minutes)

Ok, | etds begin with the survey. Please remem
items. Start by carefully listening to the que®n and then talk about how you are coming up
with your answer. Let me know i f you have any

be able to help you complete the survey.

[If the participant asks a question while completing the survey, remind tiparticipantto
continue as he or she would under normal circumstances and let the participantknow that
he or she will have the opportunity to ask questions after completing the survey.]

[As the participant completes the survey, please pay attention anthke a note of items that
might be causing confusion for him or her. Confusion may be indicated by things he or she
actually says or things he or she does (e.g., pondering, repeating the question to+om
herself).]

[Participant ends survey]

Debrief(20 minutes)

Okay, great. Now that you have completed the survey, | have several follipwguestions for
you.
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Was there anything that was confusing or uncleafFOLLOW UP as necessary]
Overall, how did you feel about the length of the survey?OLLOW UPsanecessary;
we want to understand participant fatigue]
1 How did you feel about the order of the survey?
1 What questions, if any, seemed out of place or out of order?
1 What questions, if any, might you ask that we left out?
T 16d Ii ke to ask you questions alRefertto speci
Questionnaire Appendixand run through probes as outlined]
0 Added probe to include after questions on their understanding of a question.
1 Why did you respond this way for thiquestion?OR

1 Isthere a particular reason you answered this question this way?

Closing (5 minutes)

| believe those are all of the questions that | have for you right now. Is there anything that
you would like to share that you have not shared yefRote additional feedback; probe as
needed.]

| am going to briefly step out and check with my colleagues to see if they have any additional
guestions to ask before wrapping up.

[FALSE CLOSE. Please check with observers for follpvguestions.]

Thank you verymuch for participating in this interview. | appreciate your time and great
feedback.
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AppendixD: Cognitive TestingReport

Fors Marsh Group (FMG) conducted cognitive interviews from Octob8d 9, 2018, via remote

online interviews to test t he AfGohar BlCameaign BRaluatoru ¢ t Saf
survey. FMG interviewed nine total parents ardhregivers Participants were recruited for a mix of

age, gender, race, ethnicity, and geographic location. Participants were excluded from the study if

they had participated in market research within the past six months. Demographic information is

listed in Table 1.

Tables1 and 2. Demographic information for cognitive interview participants

Age Gender Geographic Location

Male | Female South/Southeast| Northeast Midatlantic | Midwest West

Ethnicity Race

Not Other
Hispanic | Hispanic

White  African American | Chinese Other Asian

8 1 5 2 1 1

Additional recruitment data that was collected from participants captured caregiver status, and age
ranges of children in household.

Table 3. Participants® caregiver status
| Age of Children ‘ CaregiverRelation to Child Caregiver Status \

Mother  Father  Grandparent Aunt Parent Caregiver
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Overall findings are listed below:

T

= =

Participants thought that the survey was an appropriate length and that none of the
guestions seemed to be missing or out of order.

No participant s Ancha It'Gaenpaigdprior fo takig Sr€sursey,
although five participants had heard ofCPSC previously.

Several participants differentiated between securing TVs versus furniture to the wall.
Of the participants interviewed, many reported that they secured their furniture for
peace of mind, to protect their children, or because their spous® loved one
suggested it.

Many participants reported that they did not think that the cost of anchoring furniture
outweighed the benefits of protecting their children or grandchildren.

Additionally, although participants did recognize that anchoring furniture would
damage their walls slightly, they did not report that as a major deterrent, either.

Recommendations for survey instructions and individual survey items can be found within
the summary text boxes beneath each item.
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Introduction

You are being asked to take partin a research study for the Consumer Product Safety
Commission (CPSC). We would like to ask you questions to determine your eligibility to
participate in a surveythat evaluates knowledge and understanding of anchoring furniture in
homes. This eligibility survey should take a few minutes to complete. Throughout the survey,

pl ease do not wuse your browserds back button
invalidate your responses and end your survey.

1 No comments or confusion from participants about the introduction.

Question TypeSingle Punch

Question 1

Variable NameQ1

Variable Label: Q1: Type of Home Owned
Question TextDoyou currentho wn é ?

Value ValueLabel

1 A singlefamily home

2 A townhouse or duplex
3 An apartment or condo
4 None of the above

99 Refused

f  No comments or confusion from participants about this item.

I11fQ1=4, -99 GO TO Q2:
If Q1 =1, 2, or 3, GO TO Q3//

Question TypesSingle Punch

Question 2

Variable NameQ2

Variable Label: Q2: Type of Rented Home
Question TextDoyou currently ent é ?

Value Value Label

1 A singlefamily home

2 A townhouse or duplex
3 An apartment or condo

1 No comments or confusion from participants abouhis item.
1 Sever al participants suggested addi

RECOMMENDATION Add 6a room in a homeé to th
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Question TypeSingle Punch

Question 3

Variable NameQ3

Variable Label: Q3: Ever Anchored Furniture

Question TextHave you ever anchoreturniture (e.g., dressers, bookshelves) and/or T\iis
your home?(By anchoring, this means securing furniture and/or TVs toveall.)

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused

1 Several participantexplicitlymentioned they have anchored Vs, but did not
explicitly mention furniture.

RECOMMENDATIOSIplit this question into two parts in order to differentiate anchoring
behavior during analysis.
Q3: Have you ever anchored TVs in yourhomé?4 n ¢ h anednssgcéiringhe
TVto a wall)
Q4: Have you ever anchored furniture (e.g., dressers, bookshelves) in your hon
(6 Anc hor i rsecdringfueniure $o a wall)
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/I lF Q3=1, GO TO Q4:
If Q3=0,-99 GO TO Q8//

Question TypeOpen End

Question 4

Variable NameQ4

Variable Label: Q4: Number Pieces of Furniture Anchored

Question TextHow many pieces ofurniture (e.g., dressers, bookshelves) and/or T\r&ve
you anchored?

[ ]

99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this item.

RECOMMENDATIOSIplit this question to match the recommended changes in Q3.
IFQ3=1,and Q4 =1o0r0,GO TO Q5: How many TVs have you anchored?
IFQ4=1and Q3 =1 or0, GO TO Q6: How many pieces of furniture have you
anchored?

Question TypeMulti-Punch

//Randomize response options//

Question 5

Variable NameQ5

Variable Label: Q5: Reasons for Anchoring

Question TextWhat are the main reasons you decided to anchor ydurniture (e.g.,
dressers, bookshelves) and/or TV&(Select all that apply)

Value| Value Label

| saw an ad/news story/public serviceannouncement (PSA) about i
| want to protect my children

Peace of mind

Easy to do

Most of my friends/family members have done it

| know someone who has experienced furniture/TV tgver

| have previously experienced furniture/TV tipver

My chil ddés pediatrician-oveol d
My furniture came with an anchoring kit and instructions

O 00| N| O O B[ W N| -
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1 A few participants thoughtprotect my chilrenéand gpeace of minddwere
similar. Recommend keeping them separate to capture the nuance.

1 A few participants mentionedhey anchored their furniture becauseheir
spouse/partner wantedit anchored.

RECOMMENDATION.dd O my s pous e/ pother suggested weiagchor dur
furniture and/or TVs6 as a response op

/NfQ5=1,GO TO Q6
IfQ5=28 10, GO TO Q7
IF Q5=any single response besides 1, GO Q0

Question TypeOpen End

Question 6

Variable NameQ6

Variable Label: Q6: Source of Information

Question TextWhat ad/news story/PSA did you see about anchoring furniture?

L

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this item.

Question TypeSingle Punch

//Randomize response options//

Question 7

Variable NameQ7

Variable Label: Q7: Main Reason for Anchoring

Question TextOf all the reasons previously stated, what is threost important reason for
why you decided to anchor youurniture (e.g., dressers, bookshelves) and/or TVs

Value| Value Label

| saw an ad/news story/PSA about it

| want to protect my children

Peace of mind

Easy to do

Most of my friends/familymembers have done it

| know someone who has experienced furniture/TV tqver
| have previously experienced furniture/TV tipver

My chil dds pediatri ci an -oveo
My furniture came with an anchoring kit and instruons

0 Other (specify) [Open end]

= ©] 00| N| O Ol B W N|
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99 Refused
-100 | Valid Skip

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this item.

/lUse same order on Q7 as used on Q5
/IOnly show if Q3=0,-99//

Question TypeMulti-Punch

//[Randomize response options//

Question 8

Variable NameQ8

Variable Label: Q8: Reasons for Not Anchoring

Question TextWhat are the main reasons you haveot anchored yourfurniture (e.g.,
dressers, bookshelves) and/or TV&(Select all that apply)

Value| Value Label

1 | didndét know about 1t
2 |l dondt know how to

3 It is a waste of money

4 It is a waste of time

5 It is too expensive

6 |l dondot think I need t
7 l 1 ntend to, but | | us
8 | can just watch the childrennstead

9 It will damage my walls

10 My landlord will not allow it

11 |l dondt know where to

12 | dondot know what anch
13 |l dondt trust mysel f t
14 Other (specify) [Opeend]

99 Refused

100 | Valid Skip

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this item.
1T One participant suggested moving OIi

RECOMMENDATIORandomize response options to ensure their placement in thist
changes throughout survey administration.




/11f Q8= only 1 response selected, GO TO Q10
If Q8=multiple responses, GO TO Q9//

Question TypeSingle Punch

//[Randomize response options//

Question 9

Variable NameQ9

Variable Label: Q9: Main Reason for Not Anchoring

Question TextOf all the reasons previously stated, what is threost important reason for

why you hav e n durnituserfeqgh drasserd, bgokshelves) and/or TVs

Value| Value Lael

1 I didndt know about it
2 I dondt know how to

3 It is a waste of money

4 It is a waste of time

5 It is too expensive

6 |l dondt think | need t
7 |l 1 ntend to, but | | us
8 | can just watch the children instead

9 It will damage my walls

10 My landlord will not allow it

11 I dondét know where to

12 I dondét know what anch
13 |l dondot trust mysel f t
14 Other (specify) [Open end]

99 Refused

100 | Valid Skip

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this item.
1 One participant suggested moving O0i

RECOMMENDATIORandomize response options to ensure their placementin the list
changes throughout survey administration.




RECOMMENDATIONFOR@IQ14: Add a space in bet we

7

extentdé and the remaining question ste

Questian Type:Single Punch

Question 10

Variable NameQ10

Variable Label: Q10: Furniture Not Anchored Tip Over

Question TextPlease rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement: Furniture (e.g., dressers, bookshelves) and/or TVs that are not anchored (or
secured) to a wall can tip over.

Value | Value Label

1 Strongly disagree

2 Disagree

3 Neither disagree nor agree
4 Agree

5 Strongly agree

99 Refused

1 Nothingconfusing or unclear about question stem.

Question TypesSingle Punch

Question 11

Variable NameQ11

Variable Label: Q11: Furniture Not Anchored Serious Health Outcomes

Question TextPlease rate the extent to which you agree disagree with the following

statement: Furniture (e.g., dressers, bookshelves) and/or TWsat are not anchored (or
secured) to a wall can lead to injury or death.

Value Value Label

1 Strongly disagree

2 Disagree

3 Neither disagree nor agree
4 Agree

5 Strongly agree

99 Refused

1 Nothing confusing or unclear about question stem.
Question 12
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Variable NameQ12
Variable Label: Q12: Furniture Not Anchored If Watch Children

Question TextPlease rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement: Furniture (e.g., dressers, bookshelves) and/or T\ds not need to be anchored
(secured) to a wall if | watch the child (or children) in my home.

Value | Value Label

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither disagree nor agree
Agree

Strongly agree

Refused

gl | WIN| -

©
©

T Participants generally understood t
means looking after the children (physically having an eye trem). They also
commented that you cannot monitor children all of the time.

Question Type: Single Punch

Question 13

Variable NameQ13

Variable Label: Q13: Furniture Tip Over If Climbing

Question TextPlease rate the extent to which yoagree or disagree with the following

statement: Furniture (e.g., dressers, bookshelves) and/or T\¢an only tip over when
children are climbing on it.

Value | Value Label

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither disagree nor agree
Agree

Strongly agree

Refused

g B W| N~

©
©

T A few participants did not read the
missing the main message of this question.

RECOMMENDATI ON: Change question to o0Th
iswhenchildrenar e cl i mbing on it.é
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Question 14:SingleSelect Grid

Variable NameQ14

Variable Label: Q14: How Likely Experience Tip Over

Question TextHow likely do you think you are to experience yodrniture (e.g., dressers,
bookshelves) and/or TVsipping over?

Variable Text Variable Label

Name

Ql4A In the next week Q14AHow Likely Experience Tip Over: Next Wee

Q14B In the next month Q14BHow Likely Experience Tip Over: Next Mor|

Q14C In the next six| Q14C How Likely Experience Ti®ver: Next 6
months Months

Q14D In the next year Q14DHow Likely Experience Tip Oveédext Year

Ql4E In the next five years | Q14EHow Likely Experience Tip Over: Next 5 Yeqd

T Participants understood the meaning
another word should be used in its place.

9 Participantreactions to the time increments were mixed. Some thought it would
be impossible to predict what would happen in the neft years. Some mentned
that oanything i s menkored that theyl@velaleeady p a
anchoredtheir furniture and therefore do not anticipate it will tip over.

RECOMMENDATIOBthange question to: OThere 1 s
TVs could tip over within (o]

RECOMMENDATIOB:hange answer option from 0in
three years. o6

RECOMMENDATION:d d answer option: oMy furni

Question TypeSingle Punch

Question 15

Variable NameQ15

Variable Label: Q15: Looked For Information on Anchoring

1 Nothing confusing or unclear about this item.
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I11fQ15=1, GO TO Q16;
If Q15 =0 0r-99, GO TO Q19//

Question TypeSingle Punch

Question 16

Variable NameQ16

Variable Label: Q16: Looked For Information on Anchoring

Question TextHave you ever looked for information about how to anchfurniture (e.g.,
dressers, bookshelves) and/or TV® a wall?

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

1 Several participants thought that Q15 and Q16 were asking the same thing.

RECOMMENDATIOBthange question to OHave yhowto
anchor furniture (e.g., dressers, book

Question TypesSingle Punch

//Randomize response options//

Question 17

Variable NameQ17

Variable Label: Q17: Cause to Look For Information Anchoring

Question TextWhat caused you to look for information about how to anchturniture (e.g.,
dressers, bookshelves) and/or TV® a wall?

Value| Value Label

| saw an ad/news story/PSA about it

A friend or family member told me about it

| learnedabout it when | purchased furniture
| saw something on the news about it

| saw a social media post about it

| saw another post (blog post, press release) about
Other (specify) [Open End]
Refused

-100 | Valid Skip

bl N o| o1l B | N| =
©

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this item.
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Question TypeMulti-Punch

//[Randomize response options//

Question 18

Variable NameQ18

Variable Label: Q18: Where Look Up Anchoring Information

Question TextWhere did you go to look up or find this informatior(8elect all that apply)

Value | Value Label

1 Furniture shopping websites

2 Home improvement store/furniture store

3 Consumer Product Safet
(CPSC.gov)

4 Anchor It Campaigmvebsite (Anchorlt.gov)

5 Facebook

6 Twitter

7 Wikipedia

8 Other social media sites

9 Child safety websites

10 News/media outlets

11 Friend/Family member

12 Other (specify) [Open End]

99 Refused

-100 Valid Skip

{ Participantssuggested adding google (or internet), as well as YouTube and
parenting blogs.

RECOMMENDATI ON: Add o0l nternetdé oYouTub
options.

/ISkip 19 if Q18 = 2//

Question TypesSingle Punch

Question 19

Variable NameQ19

Variable Label: Q19: Heard of CPSC

Question TextBefore taking this surveyhad you ever heard of the U.S. Consumer Product
Safety Commission (CPSC)?

Value Value Label
1 Yes
0 No
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99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this item.

RECOMMENDATION: Addopemd question: OWhat do yo

RECOMMENDATION: Add singlech question:Before taking this surveyhad you ever
heard of SafeProducts.gov?

RECOMMENDATION: Add singisch question (if above equals yes)Have you used SaferProducts
to report an incident with any produ&

Question TypesSingle Punch

Question 20
Variable NameQ20
Vari abl e Label: Q20: Heard of OAnchor 1t!6

QuestionTextHave you ever hear dnchdrltba bcya n€pPaSiCg nt hcaat| Ihee
raise awareness about furniture and TV tipver prevention?

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this item.

111fQ20=1,GO TO Q21
If Q20=0 or-99, SKIP TO Q26//

Question TypesSingle Punch

Question 21
Variable NameQ21
Vari able Label: Q21: Seen Ads for CPSCO0s Anch

QuestionText In the past six months, do you recall seeing an advertisement/public service
announcement ( PA&JrItiéammign?CP SCO s

| Value | Value Labell
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1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this item.

/10nly show Q22if Q 21=1 //

Question TypeOpenEnded
Question 22
Variable NameQ22

Variable Label: Q22: Describe Ad, PSA, Fact Sheet for Anchor It!
Question TextDescribe the ad/PSA/ou recall seeing. Please be as specific as possible
when describing what happened in the ad/PSA or what the information entailed.

Value Value Label
99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this item.

/IOnly show Q23 if Q21=1//

Question TypeMulti Punch

//[Randomize response options//

Question 23

Variable NameQ23

Variable Label: Q23: Where Seen Ads/Information for Anchor It!

QuestionTextWh er e do you recall seei rAgchoolth PBeear i ng t
all that apply)

Value Value Label
1 Television
2 Radio
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Internet website
Social media
YouTube

Other (specitfy)

1 Participants menti onrdundant nt er net we

o Ol | W

RECOMMENDATI ON: Remove OoOwebsiteod.

RECOMMENDATI ON: Add obill boardé, oO0shop

/10nly show Q24 if Q21=1//

Question Type: Opeitnded

Question 24

Variable NameQ24

Variable Label: Q24: Main Goal of Anchor It' Campaign

Question TextAfter seeing or hearing these ads/PSAs, what do you think is the main goal of

t hénchoritb campai gn?

Value Value Label
99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip
T No comments or confusion on this it

/IOnly show Q25 if Q21=1//

Question TypesSingleSelect Grid
//[Randomize response options//
Question 25

Variable NameQ25
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Variable Label: Q25: Statementé&bout Ads/PSAs from Anchor It!

Question TextT hinking about the ads/PSAs you saw or heard abduirniture (e.g., dressers,
bookshelves) and/or TVsplease indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements:

Variable Text Varnable Label

Name

Q25A The ads/PSAs made anchoring furniture seem like| Q25A Smart Option
smart option for a person like me.

Q25B The ads/PSAs grabbed my attention. Q25B

Grabbed Attention

Q25C The ads/PSAs told me something new or differe| Q25C Told Something
about anchoringfurniture. Different

Q25D The ads/PSAs made me want to find out more abol Q25D Want to Find
anchoring furniture. Out More

Value | Value Label

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither disagree nor agree
Agree

Strongly agree

Refused

-100 Valid Skip

R EENESENTS
©

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this item.

Question TypeSingle-Select Grid

/IRandomize response options//

Question 26

Variable NameQ26

Variable Label: Q26: Beliefs on Anchoring

Question Textt believe that anchoring myfurniture (e.g., dressers, bookshelves) and/or
TVs

Variable | Text Variable Label

Name

Q26A Will protect the children in my Q26A Will Protect My Children
house.

Q26B Will prevent accidents. Q26B Will Prevent Accidents
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Q26C Will provide me peace of mind. Q26C Give Peace of Mind

Q26D Is easy to do. Q26D Easy to do

Q26E Is easy to purchase. Q26E Easy to Purchase

Q26F Is a waste of time. Q26F Is A Waste of Time

Q26G Is too expensive. Q266G Is Too Expensive

Q26H Is unnecessary because | watch th{ Q26H Is Unnecessary Because | Watc
children in my house. The Children

Q26l Il s unnecessary bQ26I Il s Unnecessa
heavy furniture or large TVs. Have Heavy Furniture of Large TVs

Q26J Willdamage my walls. Q26J Will Damage My Walls

Value | Value Label

1 Strongly disagree

2 Disagree

3 Neither disagree nor agree

4 Agree

5 Strongly agree

99 Refused

1 No comments or confusion from participants about this itenfRarticipants
understoodt h e

use of t he

word odamage. 6

Question Type: Single Punch
Question 27

Variable NameQ27

Variable Label: Q27: Importance of Anchoring Furniture

Question Text How important is it to you that you anchor your furniture/TVs?

Value Value Label

1 Veryunimportant

2 Somewhat unimportant

3 Neither unimportant nor important
4 Somewhat important

No comments or confusion from participants about this item.

|

Question TypeSingle-Select Grid
/IRandomize response options//
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Question 28

Variable NameQ28

Variable Label: Q28 Confidence to Do Behaviors

Question TextPlease indicate how confident you are that you could do each behavior below.

Variable | Text Variable Label

Name

Q28A Go out and buy the correcainchor and| Q28A Go Out and Buy The Corre
tools to secure my furniture/TVs. Anchor For My Furniture/TVs

Q28B Effectively install the anchor. Q28B Effectively Install the Anchor

Q28C Effectively secure the furniture/TV tq Q28C Effectively Secure the
the wall. Furniture/TV To The Walll

Q28D Restore (return to original condition) th¢ Q28D Restore The Wall Once
wall once | remove the anchor. remove The Anchor

Value | Value Label

1 Definitely no

2 Probably no

3 Maybe yes, maybe no

4 Probably yes

5 Definitely yes

99 Refused

19 Participants were able to articul at
able to complete a task. One participant mentioned the wording was a little
confusing. Several participants also mentioned that, although tiaecould not do
the behavior, they could find someone to do it for them (such as a spouse).

1 One participantalso mentioned that you will not necessarily be returning the wa
to the original condition, but would be repairing it.

1 Participantsreportedthat he o Maybe yes/ maybe nobo
differentiating enough from other options.

RECOMMENDATI ON: Change question text t
that you could complete each action below (or, that someone you know could asssl y
in completing each action below). 6

RECOMMENDATI ON: Change answer opt

i on f
remove the anchor. 6 Al so, remove o(ret

RECOMMENDATI ON: Change Omaybe yes/ mayb

Question TypesSingleSelect Grid
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Question 29

/IRandomize response options//

Variable NameQ29

Variable Label: Q29: Intentions to Do Behaviors
QuestionTextt n t he next few

mont hs, how | i kely

Variable | Text Variable Label

Name

Q29A Go out and buy anchors for youl Q29A Go Out and Buy Anchors For Y(
furniture/TVs Furniture/TVs

Q29B Install the anchors to my|] Q29B Install The Anchors f
furniture/TVs Furniture/TVs

Q29C Consider talking to a friend or family Q29C Consider Talking To A Friend
member about anchoring| Family Member About Anchorin|
furniture/TVs Furniture/TVs

Q29D Visit Addh@® @lavsbsite or| Q29D Vi sit CPSCO0s
social media pages to learn more | Social Media Pages Thearn More

Q29E Research the types of anchors fo] Q29E Research The Types Of Anchc
your furniture/TVs For Your Furniture/TVs

Q29F | have already anchored all thg Q29F Have Already Anchored /
furniture/TVs in my house Furniture/TVs in House

Value | Value Label

1 Definitely no

2 Probably no

3 Maybe yes, maybe no

4 Probably yes

5 Definitely yes

99 Refused

1 Response option ol
future tense.
¢ Participants

differentiating enough from other options.

RECOMMENDATI ON:
anchored.

RECOMMENDATI ON: Change

have
confusing to participants because it is in the past tensand the question is

reported

Add ad Thedusnfiucernsng hoasp is dlready

already anc

that the oO0May

Omaybe yes/ mayb
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Question TypeSingleSelect Grid

Question 30

Variable NameQ30

Variable Label: Q30: Experience with Tip over

Question TextHave you ever experienced a furniture / TV tgwer incident?

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

Question TypeSingleSelect Grid

Question 31

Variable NameQ31

Variable Label: Q31: Others Experience with Tip over

QuestionText:Do you know someone who has experienced a furniture / TV-tiper
incident?

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

¢ Participantsreported this and question 30 were somewhat repetitive.

RECOMMENDATIOBllo mbi ne question 30 and 31
ever experienced furnituretip ver ? 6

Response options: 1 Yes, myself
2 Yes, someone | know
0 No

RECOMMENDATI ON: Add que
the furniture/ TV from o
company | bought the product from. 3. Yes, to CPS
5. Other (specify): 0

sti
r C
C.4.N

on (i f, [yoaght)
PSC?6 with
0, | did not report it to anyor

to

r
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Appendix E: Comparison Analgs

Parent Analyses

Gender

Male

Female

Age

Between 18 and 34
Between 35 and 64
Between 65 and 70
Race/Ethnicity

NH White

NH Black

Hispanic

NH Others
Education

Less than college
Bachelor's and above
Region

Northeast

Midwest

South

West

Sample Distribution

(Unweighted)
Total Percent
157 38.3%
253 61.7%
195 47.6%
211 51.5%
4 1.0%
251 61.2%
51 12.4%
59 14.4%
49 12.0%
239 58.3%
171 41.7%
69 16.8%
114 27.8%
133 32.4%
94 22.9%

Sample Distribution

(Weighted)

Total Percent
18,602,905 43.0%
24,696,661 57.0%
24,731,177 57.1%
18,306,846 42.3%

261,543 0.6%
26,102,129 60.3%

6,068,328 14.0%
7,862,425 18.2%
3,266,684 7.5%
30,414,108 70.2%
12,885,458 29.8%
7,689,653 17.8%
11,338,954 26.2%
14,296,947 33.0%
9,974,012 23.0%

ACS Benchmarks
(Underestimation)

Total

6,602,678
7,196,092

7,270,430
6,514,834
13,506

7,785,133
1,721,723
2,928,113
1,363,801

8,420,212
5,378,558

2,231,870
3,105,965
5,185,751
3,275,184

Percent

47.8%
52.2%

52.7%
47.2%
0.1%

56.4%
12.5%
21.2%

9.9%

61.0%
39.0%

16.2%
22.5%
37.6%
23.7%

ACS Benchmarks
(Overestimation)

Total

12,854,372
15,261,810

15,622,502
12,473,285
20,395

15,632,023
3,205,610
6,369,978
2,908,571

17,896,248
10,219,934

4,512,344
6,016,534
10,574,089
7,013,215

Percent

45.7%
54.3%

55.6%
44.4%
0.1%

55.6%
11.4%
22.7%
10.3%

63.7%
36.3%

16.0%
21.4%
37.6%
24.9%
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Caregiver Analyses

Sample Distribution ~ Sample Distribution

(Unweighted) (Weighted)

Total Percent Total Percent
Gender
Male 111 38.0% 11,042,276 40.0%
Female 181 62.0% 16,590,015 60.0%
Age
Between 18 and 34 37 12.7% 7,669,505 27.8%
Between 35 and 64 187 64.0% 15,534,258 56.2%
Between 65 and 70 68 23.3% 4,428,528 16.0%
Race/Ethnicity
NHWhite 211  72.3% 18,029,236 65.2%
NH Black 41  14.0% 3,109,105 11.3%
Hispanic 21 7.2% 4,926,201 17.8%
NH Others 19 6.5% 1,567,748 5.7%
Education
Less than college 199 68.2% 18,673,509 67.6%
Bachelor's and above 93 31.8% 8,958,781 32.4%
Region
Northeast 49 16.8% 5,144,303 18.6%
Midwest 83 28.4% 6,709,587 24.3%
South 93 31.8% 9,198,879 33.3%
West 67 22.9% 6,579,522 23.8%
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Appendix F: Survey Questionnaire

Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPS&)chor It!Campaign

Screener

Programming Notes:

1. For all survey questions, show sofirompt when participant does not respond:
OPl ease respond to the question. o

2. Show only one question or introduction/termination language per page.

[Intro Language]

You are being asked to take part in a research study for the Consumer Product Safety
Commission (CPSC). We would like to ask you questions to determine your eligibility to
participate in a survey that evaluates knowledge and understanding of furnitusetup and
maintenance. This eligibility survey should take a few minutes to complete. Througtibe
survey, pl ease do not use your browseros back
invalidate your responses and end your survey.

[TERMINATION LANGUAGE]

Thank you for completing this survey. Unfortunately, based on the responses you provjded
you do not meet the criteria we are looking for in this study. We appreciate your time
answering these questions.
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/IScreener and demographic questions// *estimated 2-3 mins

Question TypeSingle Punch

S1. Areyou the parent of a child (ochildren) 5 years of age or younger?

Value

Label

Yes

No

Refused

INfs1=

1,GOTO S4

If S1=00r-99, GO TO S2

Question TypeSingle Punch

S2:Doyou havea child/children under the age of 5 under your supervision at any time

during the week or weekend for a minimum of one day per week?

Value| Label

1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused
-100 | Valid Skip

INfS2=1,GO TO S3
If S2=0 OR =909, TERMINATE//
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Question TypeMulti Punch

S3. Whatis your relationship to the child (or children)®elect allthat apply.)

Value

Label

1

Family member (aunt, uncle, grandparent,
etc.)

2 Nanny/Au pair/Babysitter/Daycare provider
3 Family friend

4 Other nonrelative caretaker

99 Refused

-100 | Valid Skip

INF S3 =2 or=-99, TERMINATE//

Question TypeMultipunch (singledigit numbers)

S4.What are the ages of the child or children who are 5 or younggiSelect all that apply)

Value | Label

1 Under 1 year

2 1 to under 2 years
3 2 to under 3 years
4 3 to under 4 years
5 410 5 years

99 Refused

-100 | Valid Skip
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Show if S1 =1
Question TypeSingle punch

S5. Does your childor do your children aged 5 or younger ever stay with and/or visit with
another caretaker at least one day per week? This mightinclude a nanny, babysitter,
grandparents, other relative caretakers, other norelative caretakers, and/or an organized
care facility.

Value| Label

1 Yes

0 No, my child never stays or visits with
another caretaker at least one day per
week

99 Refused

-100 | Valid Skip

INfS5=1,GO TO S6
If S5=00r-99, GO TO S7//

Question TypeMultipunch

S6.Who takes care of your child (or children) when they are not in your immediate care?
(Select all that apply)

Variable | Variable Text Variable Label
Name
S6_1 Spouse/Partner S6_1 Takes: Spouséartner

S6 2 Chil dés ot her par S6 _2Takes: Parent Other

S6 3 Family member (aunt, uncle, S6_3 Takes: Other family
grandparent, etc.)
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S6 4 Nanny/Au pair/Babysitter/Other non | S6_4 Takes: Caretaker
relative caretaker

S6 5 An organized care facility (daycare, | S6_5 Takes Organized care facility
Montessori, etc.)

S6_6 Other S6_6 Takes: Other

S6 99 | Refused S6_-99 Takes: Refused
S6 - Valid Skip S6 _-100 Takes: Valid skip
100

We are inviting you to take partin a research study. This will involve completing a vabed
survey.lIt should take you about 20minutes to complete.

There are neither risks nor benefits to youtaking part in this survey. Any money you receive
Is a small token to thank you for taking part, if you choose to do so.

Your participation is voluntary. Thisieans that you are free to choose not to take part, or to skip
certain questions. There is no penalty if you choose not to respond. However, your complete
participation will help with future campaign efforts. It is important that as many people respond
to this survey as possible so that the informationreeeives complete.

Your personal information will be kept separate from your survey responses. Government
personnel will not have access to your name, address, or email address; they will only have
access to your responses. Government personnel will not be able to trace your responses back to
you. Answers will be reported only for the whole group. If you have any questions about this
survey at any time, please contact the survey administrator blyirgai@forsmarshgroup.com.

Thank you for considering participation in this survey.
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Survey

CPSCAnNchor It!Campaign

Annotated Questionnaire

Question TypesSingle Punch

Question 1
Variable NameQ1
Variable Label: Q1: Type of Home Owned

Question TextDoyou currentho wn é ?

Value | Value Label

1 A singlefamily home

2 A townhouse or duplex
3 An apartment or condo
4 None of the above

99 Refused

I11fQ1=4, -99 GO TO Q2
/11fQ1=1,2,0r3,GO TO Q3//

Question TypeSinglePunch

Question 2

Variable NameQ2

Variable Label: Q2: Type of Rented Home

Question TextDoyou currently ent é ?

Value | Value Label

1 A singlefamily home

2 A townhouse or duplex
3 An apartment or condo
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4 A room in a home
5 None of the above

99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

Question TypesSingle Punch
Question 3

Variable NameQ3

Variable Label: Q3: Climb on Furniture

Question TextDoesthe child (or do the children) in your home evetimb and/or pull on your
furniture (for example dressers, bookshelves)

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused

Question TypesSingle Punch
Question 4
Variable NameQ4

Variable Label: Q4: Ad/News/PSA General

Question TextHave you ever seen an ad/news storyiiblic service announcement (PSA)
about anchoring furnitureand/or TVs?( 0 Anchor i ngdé mduaniuseargd/erc ur i ng t
TVsto a wall)

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused

IIIF Q4 = 1, GO TO Q4A//
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IINF Q4=0, -99, GO TO Q5//

Question TypeOpen End
Question 4A

Variable NameQ4A
Variable Label: QA Openend follow up

Question TextWhat ad/news story/PSA did you see about anchoring furniture? Please be as
specific as possible.

Value Value Label
99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

Question TypesSingle Punch

Question 5
Variable NameQ5
Variable Label: Q5: Ever Anchored TVs

Question TextHave you ever anchoredVsin your home?

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused

Question TypesSingle Punch

Question6
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Variable NameQ6
Variable Label: Q6: Ever Anchored Furniture

Question TextHave you ever anchoreturniture (for example dressers, bookshelves)n

your home?
Value Value Label
1 Yes
0 No
99 Refused

/I'lFQ5=1andQ6=10,0r-99 GO TO Q7
/IlF Q6=1and Q5=10,0r-99 GO TO Q8//
/IF Q5=0 or-99 and Q6=0 or-99 GO TO Qu/

Question TypeOpen End

Question 7

Variable NameQ7
Variable Label: Q7: How many TVs anchored

Question TextHow manyTVshave you anchored?

Value Value Label
99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

Question TypeOpen End

Question 8

Variable NameQ8

Variable Label: Q8: How many pieces of furniture anchored
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Question TextHow many pieces ofurniture (for example dressers, bookshelveshave you
anchored?

Value Value Label
99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

Question TypeMulti-Punch
Question9

//[Randomize response options//
Variable Name: Q9

Variable Label:Q9: Main reasons to anchor

Question TextWhat are the main reasons you decided to anchor yowrniture (for example
dressers, bookshelves) and/or TV&(Select all that apply)

Value| Value Label

1 | saw an ad/news story/public service announcement (PSA) about it

2 | want to protect my children

3 My children climb and/or pull on furniture

4 Peace of mind

5 Easy todo

6 Most of my friends/family members have done it

7 | know someone who has experienced furniture/TV tgver

8 | have previously experienced furniture/TV tipver

9 My chil ddés pediatrician-oveol d me a
10 My furniture camewith an anchoring kit and instructions

11 My spouse/partner/significant other suggested we anchor our furniture/TV
12 Other (specify) [Open end]

99 Refused

-100 | Valid Skip

IF Q9=only 1 response selected, GO TO &)1
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/IPIPE IN RESPONSES FROM Q9//
Question TypeSingle Punch

Question 10

/I[Randomize response options//

Variable NameQ10

Variable Label: Q@: Most important reason to anchor

Question TextOf all the reasons previously stated, what is thmost important reason for
why you decided to anchor youurniture (for example dressers, bookshelves) and/or TV

Value| Value Label

1 | saw an ad/news story/public service announcement (PSA) about it
2 | want to protect my children

3 My children climband/or pull on furniture

4 Peace of mind

5 Easy to do

6 Most of my friends/family members have done it

7 | know someone who has experienced furniture/TV tqver

8 | have previously experienced furniture/TV tipver

9 My chil dds p e dboathedangersomtipoveo | d me
10 My furniture came with an anchoring kit and instructions

11 My spouse/partner/significant other suggested we anchor our furniture/TV
12 Other (specify) [Open end]

99 Refused

-100 | Valid Skip

Question TypeMulti-Punch

Question 11

//[Randomize response options//

Variable NameQ11

Variable Label: Q1: Main reasons not to anchor

Question TextWhat are the main reasons you haveot anchored yourfurniture (for
example dressers, bookshelves) and/or TV&(Selectall that apply.)
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Value| Value Label

1 |l didndét know about 1t
2 I dondét know how to

3 It is a waste of money

4 It is a waste of time

5 It is too expensive

6 |l donodot think | need t
7 |l i ntend to, but | | us
8 | canwatch the children instead

9 It will damage my walls

10 My landlord will not allow it

11 |l dondt know where to
12 |l dondt know what anch
13 I donod6ét trust myself t
14 Other (specify) [Open end]

99 Refused

100 | Valid Skip

/Il FQ11= only 1 response selected, GO TO Q1
IF Q11=multiple responses, GO TO 1/

/IPIPE IN RESPONSES FROM Q11//
Question TypesSingle Punch

Question 12
Variable NameQ12
Variable Label: Q2: Most important reason not to anchor

Question TextOf all the reasons previously stated, what is threost important reason for
why you hav e n durnitugerifar bxampke dressers,ubookshelves) and/or TVA

Value| Value Label

I di d nabdutitk n o w

I dondét know how to
It is a waste of money

It Is a waste of time
It is too expensive

gl b W N -
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6 I donodoét think | need t
7 Il 1 ntend to, but I | us
8 | can watch the children instead

9 It will damage my walls

10 My landlord will not allow it

11 |l dondt know where to
12 |l dondt know what anch
13 |l donot trust mysel f t
14 Other (specify) [Open end]

99 Refused

100 | Valid Skip

Question TypeSingle Punch
Question 13

Variable NameQ13
Variable Label: Q3: Unanchored furniture can tip over

Question TextPlease rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement:

Furniture (for exampledressers,bookshelves) and/or TVs that are not anchored to a wall
can tip over.

Value | Value Label

1 Strongly disagree

2 Disagree

3 Neither disagree nor agree
4 Agree

5 Strongly agree

99 Refused

Question TypesSingle Punch
Question 4
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Variable NameQ14
Variable Label: Q4: Tipover can lead to injury or death

Question TextPlease rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement:

Furniture (for exampledressers, bookshelves) and/or TVthat are not anchoral (or
secured) to a wall can lead to injury or death.

Value | Value Label

1 Strongly disagree

2 Disagree

3 Neither disagree nor agree
4 Agree

5 Strongly agree

99 Refused

Question TypeSingle Punch

Question 15

Variable NameQ15

VariableLabel: Q5: Watching children prevents tifver

Question TextPlease rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement:

Furniture (for exampledressers, bookshelves) and/or TVdo not need to be anchored
(secured) to a wall if | watch the child (or children) in my home.

Value Value Label

1 Strongly disagree

2 Disagree

3 Neither disagree nor agree
4

5

Agree
Strongly agree
99 Refused
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Question TypeSingle Punch

Question 16

Variable NameQ16

Variable Label: Q&: Tipover only happens when children are climbing

Question TextPlease rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement:

The only way furniture and/or TVs can tip over is whehildren are climbing on it.

Value Label

1 Strongly disagree

2 Disagree

3 Neither disagree nor agree
4

5

Agree
Strongly agree
99 Refused

Question TypeSingle-Select Grid
Questionl17

//[Randomize response options//

Variable NameQ17

Variable Label: Q7: Beliefs about anchoring

Question Textt believe that anchoring myfurniture (for example dressers, bookshelves)

and/or TVs
Variable | Text Variable Label
Name
Q17A Will protect the children in my Q17A Will Protect MyChildren
QL7B C\?illjlsperévent accidents. Q17B Will Prevent Accidents
Q17C Will provide me peace of mind. Q17C Give Peace of Mind
Q17D Is easy to do. Q17D Easytodo
Ql7E Is easy to purchase. Q17E Easy to Purchase
Q17F Is a waste of time. Q17F Is A Wastef Time
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QL7G

Is too expensive.

Q17G Is Too Expensive

Q17H Is unnecessary because | watch th{ Q17H Is Unnecessary Because | Watc
children in my house. The Children

Q171 Il s unnecessary DbQl7lIsUnnecessary Be
have heavy furniture or large TVs. | Have Heavy Furniture of Large TVs

Q17J Will damage my walls. Q17J Will Damage My Walls

Value | Value Label

1 Strongly disagree

2 Disagree

3 Neither disagree nor agree

4 Agree

5 Strongly agree

99 Refused

Question 18: SingleSelect Grid
Variable NameQ18

Variable Label: Q8: Perceived likelihood of tipver

Question TextMy furniture and/or TVs could tip over within

Variable Text Variable Label

Name

QI18A The next week QI18A How Likely Experience Tip Ove
Next Week

Q18B The next month Q18B How Likely Experience Tip Ove
Next Month

Q18C The next six months Q18CHow Likely Experience Tip Over:
Next Six Months

Q18D The next year Q18D How Likely Experience Tip Over
Next Year

QI18E The next three years QI18EHow Likely Experience Tip Over:
Next ThreeYears

QI18F My furniture and/or TVs could Q18F How likely Experience Tip Ove

not tip over.

Wonodt experience
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Value | Value Label

1 Very unlikely

2 Unlikely

3 Neither unlikely nor likely
4 Likely

5 Verylikely

99 Refused

Question TypeSingle Punch
Question 19

Variable NameQ19
Variable Label: Q@: Researched how to anchor furniture

Question TextHave you ever looked up or researchdubw to anchorfurniture (for example
dressers, bookshelves) and/or TV® a wall?

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused

INf Q1 9= 0, -99, GO TO Q2
If Q19=1, GO TO Q0//

Question TypesSingle Punch
Question20

//[Randomize response options//

Variable Name Q20
Variable Label: Q0: Reasons for researching

Question TextWhat caused you to look for information about how to anchhirniture (for
example dressers, bookshelves) and/or TV® a wall?
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Value| Value Label

1 | saw an ad/news story/PSA about it

2 A friend or familymember told me about it

3 | learned about it when | purchased furniture

4 | saw a social media post about it

5 | saw another post (blog post, press release) about
6 Other (specify) [Open End]

99 Refused

-100 | Valid Skip

Question TypeMulti-Punch
Question 21

//[Randomize response options//
Variable NameQ21

Variable Label: Q2: Where searched for information

Question TextWhere did you go to look up or find this informatior(®elect all that apply)

Value | Value Label

1 Furnitureshopping websites

2 Home improvement store/furniture store

3 Consumer Product Safet
(CPSC.gov)

4 Anchor It'campaign website (Anchorlt.gov)

5 Facebook

6 Twitter

7 Internet

8 YouTube

9 Parentingblogs

10 Wikipedia

11 Other social media sites

12 Child safety websites

13 News/media outlets

14 Friend/Family member

15 Saferproducts.gov

16 Furniture instruction manuals

17 Billboard

18 Shopping center kiosk

17 Other (specify) [Open End]

99 Refused
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| -100 | VValid Skip

/I 1f Q21 = 3 GO TO Q2//

Question TypesSingle Punch
Question 2

Variable NameQ22
Variable Label: Q2: Awareness of CPSC

Question TextBefore taking this surveyhad you ever heard of the U.S. Consumer Product
Safety Commissio{CPSC)?

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

If Q22 = 1, GO TO Q2
If Q22 = 0, -99, -100, GO TO Q2

Question TypeOpenEnd
Question 23

Variable NameQ23
Variable Label: Q3: Openend follow up

Question TextWhat do you knowabout CPSC?
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Value Value Label
99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

Question TypesSingle Punch

Question 24

Variable NameQ24

Variable Label: Q2: Awareness of

Question TextBefore taking this surveyhad you ever heard of SaferProducts.gov?

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused

If Q24 = 1, GO TO Q2

If Q24 = 0, -99, -100, GO TO26

Question TypeSingle Punch

Question 5

Variable NameQ25

Variable Label: Q8: Use of SaferProducts.gov

Question TextHave you used SaferProducts.gov to repah incident with any produc?

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused
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Question TypeSingle Punch
Question 26

Variable NameQ26
Variable Label: QB: Awareness ofAnchor It!

Question TextBefore taking this survey, hagou ever heard of a campaign callednchor It!
by CPSC?

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused

I11fQ26=1,GO TO Q2/
Il '1f Q26=0 or -99, SKIP TO Q2&//

Question TypesSingle Punch
Question 27

Variable NameQ27
Variable Label: QZ: Recall ofAnchor It!/Advertisement/PSA

Question Textin the past six months, do you recall seeing an advertisement/public service
announcement ( PA&rItiéammign?CP SCO6 s

Value Value Label
1 Yes

0 No

99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

/IOnly show Q2B if Q27=1//

Question TypeOpenEnd
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Question 28
Variable NameQ28
Variable Label: Q8: Openend follow up

Question TextDescribe the ad/PSA you recall seeingbout Anchor It!Please be as specific
as possible when describing what happened in the ad/PSA or what the information entailed.

Value Value Label
99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

/10nly show Q2 if Q27=1//

Question TypeMulti Punch
Question 2

//[Randomize response options//

Variable NameQ29
Variable Label: Q2: Where saw ad/PSA

Question TextWhere do you recall seeing or hearing the ad/PSA abdAnchor It? (Select
all that apply.)

Value Value Label
Television
Radio

Internet

Social media
YouTube
Other (specify)

o O | W N -
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7 Billboard

8 Shopping center
kiosk

9 Conference/event

99 Refused

-100 Valid Skip

/IOnly show Q30 if Q27=1//

Question Type: Opeiktnded
Question30

Variable NameQ30

Variable Label: Q0: Openend follow up

Question TextAfter seeing or hearing these ads/PSAs, what do you think is the main goal of
the Anchor It'campaign?

Value Value Label
99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

/IOnly show Q31 if Q27=1//

Question TypeSingleSelect Grid
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Question 31

//[Randomize response options//

Variable NameQ31

Variable Label: Q3: Statements about ads/PSAs

Question TextT hinking about the ads/PSAs you saw or heard abo@ihchor It! please
indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statent&n

Variable Text Variable Label

Name

Q31A The ads/PSAs made anchoring furniture seem like| Q31 A Smart Option
smart option for a person like me.

Q31B The ads/PSAs grabbed my attention. Q31B

Grabbed Attention

@31C The ads/PSAs told me something new atifferent Q31C Told Something
about anchoring furniture. Different

Q31D The ads/PSAs made me want to find out more Q31D Want to Find
about anchoring furniture. Out More

QB1E The ads/PSAs made me decide to anchor n Q31E Decide to
furniture. Anchor

Value | Value Label

1 Strongly disagree

2 Disagree

3 Neither disagree nor agree

4 Agree

5 Strongly agree

99 Refused

-100 Valid Skip

Question Type: Single Punch

Question

/)

Variable NameQ32

Variable Label: Q3: Importance of anchoring

Question Text How important is it to you that you anchor your furniture/TVs?
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Value Value Label

1 Very unimportant

2 Somewhat unimportant

3 Neither unimportant nor important
4 Somewhat important

5 Very important

99 Refused

Question TypeSingle-Select Grid
Question 3

//[Randomize response options//

Variable NameQ33
Variable Label: Q3: Confidence in anchoring furniture/TVs

Question TextPlease indicate how confident you are that you could complete each action
below (or, that someone you know could assist you in completing each action below):

Variable | Text Variable Label

Name

Q3BA Go out and buy the correct anchor and Q33A Go Out and Buy The Correct
tools to secure myfurniture/TVs. Anchor For My Furniture/TVs

Q33B Effectively install the anchoand Q33B Effectively Install the Anchor
secure the furniture/TV to the wall

Q33C Repair the wall once | remove the Q33CRepair The Wall Once |
anchor. remove The Anchor

Value | Value Label

1 Definitely no

2 Probably no

3 Neutral

4 Probably yes

5 Definitely yes

99 Refused
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Question TypeSingleSelect Grid

Question A

//[Randomize response options//

Variable NameQ34

Variable Label: Q3: Likelihood of anchoring furniture

QuestionTextt n t

he next few

mont hs, how

likely

Variable | Text Variable Label

Name

Q34A Go out and buy anchors for your Q34A Go Out and Buy Anchors For Yo
furniture/TVs Furniture/TVs

Q3B Install the anchors to my Q34B Install The Anchors to
furniture/TVs Furniture/TVs

Q3C Consider talking to a friend or Q34C Consider Talking To A Friend Of
family member about anchoring Family Member About Anchoring
furniture/TVs Furniture/TVs

Q3D Vi si t AakoSICvielssite or Q4D Visit CPSCOs 4
social media pages to learn more | Or Social Media Pages To Learn More

Q3HUE Research the types of anchors for | Q34E Research The Types Of Anchorg
your furniture/TVs For Your Furniture/TVs

Q3HAF Look up more information about Q34F Look up more information
anchoring furniturdTVs

Value | Value Label

1 Definitely no

2 Probably no

3 Neutral

4 Probably yes

5 Definitely yes

6 N/A 0 The furniturdTVsin my houseare already

anchored
99 Refused

130



Question TypeSingleSelect Grid
Question 3

Variable NameQ35
Variable Label: Q8: Experience with tippver

Question TextHave you or someone you know ever experienced furniture and/or TV tip
over?

Value | ValuelLabel

1 Yes, myself
2 Yes, someone | know
0 No

99 Refused
-100 Valid Skip

If Q35=1 or 2,GO TO Q&

Question TypeSingleSelect Grid
Question 3%

Variable NameQ36
Variable Label: Q8: Report tipover

Question TextDid youreport the tip-over tothe company you bought the furniture and/or TV
from or CPSC?

Value Value Label

0 No, | did not report it to anyone

1 Yes, both to the company | bought
the product from and to CPSC

2 Yes, to the company | bought the
product from

3 Yes, to CPSC

4 Other (specify): [Open End]

99 Refused

-100 Valid Skip
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Question TypeOpenEnd Numerical (2 digit number;99=refused)

S7.Whatis your age?

Years

/ISKIP S8 IF ANSWERS S7//

Question TypeSingle Punch

S8.Whatis your age?

Value

Label

18024 years old

25034 years old

35044 years old

45054 years old

550864 years old

65074 years old

N O O B W N

75 years or older

Refused

-100

Valid Skip

Question TypeSingle Punch

S9. Whatis your sex?

Value| Label
1 Male
2 Female
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99 Refused

Question TypeSingle Punch
S10.Is Spanish spoken in your household?

Value| Label

1 Yes, as a primary language

2 Yes, as a secondary or tertiary language

3 No, Spanish is not spoken in my household
99 Refused

Question TypeSingle Punch
S11. Areyouof Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?

Value Label

1 No, not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish
origin

2 Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, Chicar

3 Yes, Puerto Rican

4 Yes, Cuban

5 Yes, Other Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish
origin

6 Prefer not to respond

99 Refused

Question TypeMulti-punch
S12:What is your race{Mark one or more races to indicate what you consider yourself to
be.)

Value | Label
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1 American Indian or Alaska Nativg

2 Asian

3 Black or African American

4 Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander

5 White

6 Prefer not to respond

99 Refused

Question TypeOpenEnded numerical (U.S. zip code; (IF "DON'T KNOW" ENBDER "

S13.What is your current ZIP code?

/NfS13= -99, GO TO S14//
/ISKIP S14 IF ANSWERED S13//

Question TypeDrop Down Menu

S14:What state do you live in?

Value | Label

1 Alabama

2 Alaska

3 Arizona

4050 eincluding DC
51 Wyoming
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Refused

//Add in state list

Question TypeSinglePunch

S15.What is your marital status?

Value| Label

1 Single, never married

2 Single, living with a partner
3 Married

4 Separated

5 Widowed

6 Divorced

99 Refused

Thank you for taking the time to complete the survey. Ydeedback is appreciated.
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AppendixG: Survey and Return on Investment (ROI) Analysis Plans

U.S. Consumer Product Satety

Commission(CPSQ Anchor It!”r]
<

Survey and Return on Invest
Decemberl4, 2018
; h‘
hz

(ROI) Analysis Plans

CW\
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